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Abstract 
Student affairs administrators support student learning through interaction outside 
the classroom. Student affairs administrators have started to guide their work under 
student learning goals. In order for the student affairs professionals to work under student 
learning goals, it is imperative to have an understanding of which learning goals student 
affairs administrators perceive to be the highest priority to teach students. 
This study is a descriptive study that examined student affairs professionals 
perceptions of specific learning goals for undergraduate education and specifically 
examined academic and student development learning goals. Data were gathered using 
the Student Learning Goals Inventory (SLGI), an instrument that was developed by 
Papish (1999) and later modified by Goldstein (2003) to assess how faculty, student 
affairs professionals, parents, and students rate specific student learning goals. This study 
used the SLGI to examine the perceptions of student affairs administrators at Florida 
public universities. A total of 170 student affairs administrators participated in the study. 
The results of this study showed that student affairs administrators rated academic 
learning goals higher than student development goals. Results also illustrated a 
relationship between student affairs philosophy and institution type, educational 
background, and years of experience. The results may assist university personnel in 
creating more concrete learning experiences through collaboration within the university 
community. Student learning goals are the basic building blocks necessary to guide the 
educational path of students in college and the result of this research can assist to create a 
successful educational environment based on learning goals. 
Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Understanding Academic and Student Development 
Students attend college to increase their knowledge and improve the skills 
necessary to be successful contributors to society. A college campus creates an 
environment in which students can focus and devote time to learning subjects that they 
are interested in while participating in experiences outside the classroom (Astin, 1999). 
To enhance the learning experience for a student on campus, learning inside and outside 
the classroom should be based upon the foundation of student learning goals. According 
to the Southern Association of College and Schools (SACS, 2008), a learning goal is the 
general educational aim of a program or classroom. The goal needs to be in congruence 
with the mission of the college. The goals that institutions set forth can be thought of as 
hypotheses about the desirable outcomes that can be achieved through students' 
educational experiences (Bowen, 1980). Student learning goals set expectations for the 
faculty and administrators as well as the students. College is a time when individuals 
mature and learn about their values, beliefs, and how they want to live their lives. Solid 
student learning goals allow students to have a wide range of experiences in and out of 
the classroom that aid in their development as productive members of society. 
On a college campus, intellectual and experiential growth continuously occur 
through every interaction a student has with peers, faculty, and staff. These experiences 
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happen in the classroom, through internships, and living in the residence halls; they 
include casual conversations with peers, participation in organizations, working on 
campus, and engaging with faculty and staff. Faculty and student affairs administrators 
have a direct impact on students and their collegiate educational experience (Love, Kuh, 
Mackay, & Hardy, 1993). The interaction faculty members and student affairs 
administrators have with a student are crucial to the student's success in college. 
Student affairs administrators support student learning through interaction with 
students outside the classroom. While they are not directly teaching students content 
knowledge, the students are receiving hands on experience through which they learn 
transferable skills that can be applied in future situations. Those skills learned outside 
the classroom add to students' confidence and experience, making them more desirable 
and well-rounded employees and community members. The classroom content and life 
skills from each area should be interwoven, providing for a complementary learning 
environment. 
Students who are involved in their campus environment gain more from their 
college experience than those students not involved (Evans, Forney, & Guido-DiBrito, 
1998). In the early 1900s, when colleges were forming in the United States, members of 
the faculty were responsible for the intellectual, social, and spiritual development of 
students (Kellogg, 1999). As the number of students enrolling in colleges increased, the 
role of social development was turned over to individuals in newly created positions. 
Thus began the emergence of the student affairs profession. From that point, the 
profession of student affairs has continued to grow, and the roles and responsibilities of 
student affairs administrators regarding student learning have continued to evolve. 
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Several documents speak to the purpose of student affairs administrators. The 
first one is the Student Personnel Point of View (American Council on Education [ACE], 
1949) which was first created in 1949. The Student Personnel Point of View outlined the 
roles and responsibilities of the student affairs profession. The writers took a holistic 
approach, identifYing the goal of student affairs administrators as the development of the 
whole student. Based on this document, some of the assumptions of student affairs 
professionals include that student involvement enhances learning, the out-of-the 
classroom environment affects learning, each student is unique, and effective citizenship 
should be taught (National Association of Student Personnel Administrators [NASPA], 
1987). The purpose of student affairs administrators, according to the Student Personnel 
Point of View (ACE), is to provide services that accomplish these goals for students. 
In the half-century since the Student Personal Point of View (ACE, 1949) was 
published, the current role of student affairs has been redefined in several documents. 
These documents include the Student Learning Imperative (American College Personnel 
Association [ACPA], 1994), the Principles of Good Practice (American College 
Personnel Association & National Association of Student Personnel Administrators 
[ACPA & NAPSA], 1996), and Powerful Partnerships (American Association for 
Higher Education [AAHE], ACPA, & NAPSA, 1998). The documents assessed the role 
of the higher education system in developing the whole student. The Student Learning 
Imperative speaks specifically to the role of student affairs administrators and how to 
create conditions that enhance student learning and personal development (ACP A). The 
Principles of Good Practice (ACPA & NASPA) specifically outlines how student affairs 
administrators create an environment for student learning success. For example, student 
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affairs administrators should engage students in active learning, forge educational 
partnerships with faculty that advance student learning, and use resources to achieve the 
institutional mission and goals (ACPA & NASPA). Powerful Partnerships reveals the 
importance of collaboration in an educational environment and how student affairs 
administrators can successfully develop the whole student (AAHE, ACPA, & NASP A). 
These documents focused on student learning, whereas the Student Personal 
Point of View (ACE, 1949) focused on services offered to students. According to Student 
Learning Imperative (ACPA, 1994), the Principles of Good Practice (ACPA & NAPSA, 
1996), and Powerful Partnerships (AAHE, ACPA, & NAPSA, 1998), students need to 
be responsible for their own learning and become actively engaged in campus life. 
Today's students must be more active and assume greater control of their education and 
experiences outside the classroom. These documents specifically call on student affairs 
administrators to provide such experiences. This study examined student affairs 
administrators' perceptions of student learning goals for undergraduate education at their 
institutions. 
Statement of the Problem 
Most student affairs administrators will readily agree that the profession has a 
strong foundation with governing documents and written standards articulating the 
purpose of the profession and its various roles. Where this agreement usually ends, 
however, is on the question of student learning outside the classroom and what student 
affairs administrators hold to be the most imperative learning goals for college students. 
Whereas some professionals are convinced that the learning environment for students 
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created by student affairs administrators is in line with professional standards and the 
mission ofthe university, others maintain that the student affairs profession in general 
needs to completely reevaluate roles and goals to better educate students. Learning goals 
help guide student affairs administrators working with students and other professionals 
striving to meet the needs of each student. 
My research creates an understanding that will give student affairs administrators 
knowledge about how they and other colleagues view student learning goals. How can 
student affairs administrators be expected to create such an environment without fully 
understanding how different student affairs professionals and their institutions approach 
student learning? The results from this study illustrate how student affairs professionals 
perceive student learning goals at the institutions where they work. It is not just that a 
holistic learning environment is imperative for student success. Before a successful, 
seamless learning environment can occur, the learning goals student affairs 
administrators and their institutions hold to be the highest priority for undergraduate 
education must be articulated. Thus, this timely study examined what student affairs 
administrators considered to be the most important student learning goals. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to describe and gain a deeper understanding of 
how student affairs administrators view current and ideal student learning goals in 
regard to the undergraduate learning experience at the institutions where they work. The 
study examined student affairs professionals' perceptions of specific learning goals for 
undergraduate education and specifically examined academic and student development 
learning goals. The study provided [mdings needed to move discussions of student 
learning priorities from concept into practice. 
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The infonnation collected in this research will provide student affairs 
administrators with knowledge about how their peers prioritize student learning goals. 
Examining student affairs professionals' perceptions using the variables of years of 
experience in student affairs administration, background experience, institutional 
differences, and student affairs philosophy provided new infonnation on how today's 
student affairs administrators and their institutions approach student learning. 
Review of the literature reveals many different philosophies and documents 
about student affairs, student development, and student learning (Ender, Newton, & 
Caple, 1996), but the literature does not address specifically how different philosophies 
and documents affect student affairs administrators' views of student learning. With the 
shift of focus to student learning in the field of student affairs, this study provides insight 
about how student affairs administrators working in the state university system (SUS) of 
Florida viewed and prioritized student learning goals. The results may provide student 
affairs administrators with an understanding of how better to work with each other when 
creating learning opportunities. 
Theoretical Framework 
Over time, student affairs philosophies have developed about how to work and 
interact with students. The three most widely known philosophies include the student 
services model, the student development model, and the student learning model (Ender 
et aI., 1996). Defmitions for these three models were established by Ender et aI. 
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A student affairs division that defines its work through the student services 
model has a primary purpose to promote the academic mission of the university by 
providing services that meet students' basic needs (Ender et aI., 1996). A student affairs 
division that defines its work by the student development model focuses on the 
maturation process of human beings go through from birth to death (Ender et aI.). 
Student affairs administrators focus in on the developmental phases or tasks that 
students experience as they pursue a college education. The third model, student 
learning, emphasizes collaboration between educators and decision-makers to increase 
the quality of student learning at the institution (Ender et aI.). These three philosophies 
focus on the way student affairs professionals define their practice and provide a 
language that student affairs personnel can use when discussing different perspectives on 
their work. 
Students who engage in their campus environment feel more connected and 
involved (Astin, 1999). Astin's theory of student involvement provides a foundation for 
a seamless learning environment and provides common language for student affairs 
professionals to use with the campus community. Another theory that refers to the 
positive aspect of student involvement was developed by Tinto (1993). Tinto supported 
the role of student involvement in positive educational outcomes for college students. 
The theories of both Astin (1984) and Tinto can be used by college administrators to 
help design more effective learning environments. 
The theory of student involvement argues that a particular curriculum, to achieve 
the effects intended, must elicit sufficient student effort and investment of energy to 
bring about the desired learning and development (Astin, 1999). Students need to be 
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fully engaged and do more than just sit in a classroom to learn. According to Astin 
(1999), the theory of student involvement places students in an active learning 
environment. Tinto's (1993) model described ways in which students experience and 
interact with their campus environment, focusing on academic and social integration. 
Both theorists focused on what students do and were concerned with the ability to create 
opportunities for students to be active in their own education. 
Research Questions 
This study answered the following research questions: 
Research question 1: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the current importance of 
academic goal statements? 
Research question 2: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the current importance of 
student development goal statements? 
Research question 3: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the ideal importance of 
academic goal statements? 
Research question 4: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the ideal importance of 
student development goal statements? 
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Research question 5: Do student affairs professionals rate current academic goal 
statements differently than current student development goal statements for their 
institutions? 
Research question 6: Do student affairs professionals rate ideal academic goal 
statements differently than ideal student development goal statements for their 
institutions? 
Research question 7: Do student affairs professionals rate current academic goal 
statements differently than ideal academic goal statements for their institutions? 
Research question 8: Do student affairs professionals rate current student 
development goal statements differently than ideal student development goal statements 
for their institution? 
Research question 9: Is there a relationship between the ideal student affairs 
philosophy and years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, or institution type? 
Research question 10: Is there a relationship between the current student affairs 
philosophy and years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, or institution type? 
Significance of the Study 
The results of this study have filled a gap in the literature regarding specifically 
what student affairs administrators perceive to be important undergraduate student 
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learning goals. The research focused on what student affairs administrators perceive to 
be most significant when working with students. As described in the literature, the role 
of student affairs is to provide student learning outside the classroom. The results of this 
study identify student affairs administrators' perceptions of learning goals at the 
institutions where they work and how their perceptions compare to literature describing 
the appropriate role of student affairs professionals. Another significance of the study is 
that it is both an analysis of current and ideal goals and an analysis of how variables 
such as respondent experience in student affairs administration, educational background, 
and institution type are related to learning goals. This is significant because the results 
increase the knowledge about how student affair professionals view student learning 
goals. The knowledge obtained from the study can help improve the approach to student 
learning based on learning goals. It may help student affairs professionals provide a 
richer educational experience to students outside the classroom. 
Methods and Procedures 
The Student Learning Goal Inventory (SLGl), an instrument created by Ross 
Papish (1999), was constructed to assess how faculty, student affairs professionals, 
parents, and students rate specific student learning goals. The goal statements were 
developed using theoretical frameworks and language found in the academic and student 
development contexts (Papish). The inventory examines what the participants perceive 
to be the current learning goals at the institution where they work and what they perceive 
should ideally be the undergraduate learning goals at that institution. The instrument has 
two subscales that divide the goals into academic and student development goals. The 
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inventory is a 40-item instrument that represents a holistic view of what students might 
learn or experience during a four-year undergraduate experience. 
Adam Goldstein (2003) made modifications to the instrument, including 
definitions of the philosophy of student affairs, to assist in gaining a better 
understanding of what faculty and student affairs administrators perceive to be the 
current model of student development used at their institution. By using the SLGI with 
student affairs administrators at Florida state university system (SUS) schools, the 
research examined how student affairs administrators perceived undergraduate student 
learning goals. The relationships between participants' years of experience in student 
affairs administration, educational background, and institution type as predictor 
variables, and student affairs philosophy professionals' perceptions was also examined. 
This instrument was distributed to student affairs administrators at 10 of the 11 
Florida SUS schools. Surveys were distributed by contacting upper-level student affairs 
administrators at each school to receive permission to conduct the study. Once 
permission was granted, distribution at each institution was through Web Surveyor by 
email. Student affairs administrators were considered eligible to participate if their 
institution met the following criteria: (a) the institution was classified as a Florida SUS 
school, and (b) student affairs administrators work full time at the coordinator level or 
above. Administrators at the coordinator level or above have obtained a bachelor's 
degree or higher. When surveys were returned, responses were entered in SPSS version 
16.0, coded, and analyzed. Both descriptive and inferential statistical analyses were used 
to examine the data. 
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Delimitations and Limitations 
This was a descriptive study evaluating how student affairs administrators 
perceive undergraduate learning goals. A delimitation of the study is that while the 
results will be helpful to public, four-year institutions specifically in the state of Florida, 
the results may not apply to larger or smaller public universities, private universities, or 
institutions that are primary residential. To obtain results that could be generalized to 
other types of institutions, a randomized sample of student affairs administrators 
throughout the nation would have been required. 
A limitation ofthe study is that there are 11 public universities in the state of 
Florida and only 10 universities participated. Another limitation is that I relied heavily 
on student affairs administrators at other schools to help me with collecting the data. 
This proved difficult at times, as each administrator communicated with his or her staff 
and me differently. This could have caused a biased sample because if a participant's 
supervisor had contacted the participant prior to the instrument being sent out to 
encourage participation, the person might have felt more obligated to complete the study 
compared to a someone who did not receive prior notification. 
A nationwide study was not conducted because of the difficulty in gaining access 
to a national sample as well as the time and expense involved in a national study. The 
purposive sample used in this study does not include private institutions and only 
included state universities in the state of Florida. Advantages of studying one state and 
including only the public institutions include that the institutions in the state of Florida 
have the same accreditation standards and the same state governing body. Student affairs 
administrators in one state may have similar views on student learning outside the 
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classroom. Specifically examining one state will give student affairs administrators a 
view of how student learning is viewed by student affairs professionals in the state of 
Florida. 
The survey data were collected online asking the student affairs administrators 
about their perceptions of student learning goals at the institutions where they worked. 
This was a delimitation of the study. However, a limitation ofthe study is that the 
answers were self reported. I had to trust that the participants took the time to read the 
questions carefully and, to the best of their ability, reported their perceptions of student 
learning goals. 
Definitions of Terms 
The following terms are defined to provide a foundation for understanding the 
principles outlined in this study. These definitions are supported by the literature and 
provide a common basis for the study's language. 
Learning goals - the intended outcomes that student affairs administrators hold to be 
most important in the overall undergraduate experience. 
Current learning goals - On the SLGI participants indicate their perception of the 
importance of 40 learning goals at the institutions in which they work. Current learning 
goals refer to the perception of student affairs administrator, on a scale from 1 to 5, 
regarding how they perceive their current institution operates in terms of each student 
learning goal. 
Ideal learning goals - On the SLGI participants indicate their perception of the 
importance of 40 student learning goals at the perceived ideal institution. Ideal learning 
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goals refer to the perception of the student affairs administrator, on a scale from 1 to 5, 
regarding how they perceive the ideal institutions should operate in terms of each 
student learning goal. 
Student Services Model- A student affairs model that supports the philosophy that the 
purpose of student affairs work is to provide support for the academic mission of the 
academy by providing numerous services that meet the students' basic needs (for 
example, admissions, housing, counseling, student activities, recreation, and financial 
aid; (Ender et al., 1996). 
Student Learning Model- A student affairs model that supports the philosophy that the 
purpose of student affairs work includes an emphasis on shared efforts with other 
educators to achieve a more integrated or seamless learning environment with academic 
assistance, and an enhanced academic climate (Ender et al., 1996). 
Student Development Model- A student affairs model that supports the philosophy that 
the purpose of student affairs work is to focus on the human maturation process from 
birth to death. Professionals focus on developmental tasks that students experience while 
in college. The theoretical perspectives (for example psychological, person-environment, 
cognitive, and typological) form the criteria for decision-making concerning 
programming on campus (Ender et al., 1996). 
Chapter Summary 
Student affairs administrators support student learning through interaction with 
and providing appropriate activities for students outside the classroom; they provide a 
holistic learning environment for students. The Southern Association of Colleges and 
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Schools (SACS, 2008) mandates that learning be guided by undergraduate student 
learning goals to create a seamless learning environment. This study explored the 
perceptions of student affairs administrators regarding academic and student 
development learning goals at the Florida SUS colleges and universities. It examined 
whether student affairs philosophies, educational background, institution type, or years 
in the field predicted the perceptions of student affairs administrators of student learning 
goals. The information obtained from the study will assist student affairs administrators 
in identifying common learning goals. The results will guide student affairs 
administrators in their role in creating a learning environment for students based on 
student learning goals. 
Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
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A student engaged in the college experience does more than attend classes; he or 
she is involved in the environment. When participating in activities inside and outside 
the classroom, students learn personal development including emotional and intellectual 
skills (Love et aI., 1993). Student affairs administrators and their respective units 
provide many of the activities. Their work should be guided by student learning goals. 
This chapter provides an overview of the literature related to student affairs 
administrators in higher education and student learning goals. The chapter will discuss a 
history of higher education, the role of student affair administrators according to 
documents created to guide the profession, and the theory of student involvement. The 
literature review will also examine the variables of institutional differences, years of 
experience in student affairs administration, and student affairs philosophies in relation 
to student learning goals. 
Historical Influences of Student Mfairs in Higher Education 
To have a solid understanding of the function of higher education today, it is 
necessary to study the past to see the ever-changing environment of student affairs and 
academic affairs. Over the years student affairs administrators and academic affairs 
administrators have drastically changed their respective roles in higher education. 
Student affairs administrators did not exist until the late 1800s. At the beginning of this 
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period, academic affairs administrators were responsible for all aspects of student 
learning. It was not until separate events such as the creation of the dean of women 
position, the return of veterans after World War II and the Korean War, and the civil 
rights movement that student affairs administrators developed a role in higher education. 
Faculty steadily narrowed their focus to the classroom. Meanwhile, student affairs 
administrators became more broad in their profession and took over responsibility for 
learning experiences out of the classroom while faculty focused on learning in the 
classroom setting. The roles of faculty and student affairs administrators progressed and 
developed differently as depicted in Figure 1. The figure illustrates the change in roles 
and how academic affairs professionals have become specialists in the classroom and 
student affairs professionals have become generalists responsible for meeting all the 
needs of students outside the classroom. Understanding the history of higher education 
and the changes in each area of the profession will support the need for student affairs 
administrators to have an understanding of learning goals to make cooperation with 
academic affairs more effective. 
Figure 1. 
History of faculty and student affairs administrators 
Faculty 
Focused on whole student and 
the entire institution. 
Focus is on teaching, research 
and individual field 
Student Affairs 
Focused on one aspect of the 
student body, i.e., Dean of 
Women 
Focus is on whole student and 
the entire institution. 
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When colleges were first fonning in the United States, it was the role of the 
faculty to be responsible for the intellectual, social, and spiritual development of the 
students (Kellogg, 1999). As time progressed, faculty members' responsibilities in the 
classroom increased and the faculty had less and less time to devote to the social 
development of students. This created the need for and led to the emergence of student 
affairs administrators. This evolution started with administrators living on campus and 
taking on many of the roles that faculty had in the past. Since that initial shift, the role of 
student affairs on campuses has continued to grow and has created two distinctively 
different areas in which student learning can occur: student affairs and academic affairs 
(Kellogg). Student affairs administrators focus on students' social learning and academic 
affairs administrators focus on students' intellectual development. 
Within the history of education, several specific periods affected the student 
affairs profession and how administrators interact with students today. The first need for 
student affairs administrators to assist the faculty in facilitating student learning occurred 
between 1870 and 1910 when women were first admitted to previously all-male 
institutions. When this happened, there was a shift in the perception that women were 
not as intellectually capable as men and therefore did not deserve to study and learn 
alongside men (Lucas, 1994). At first women were rarely allowed to participate in 
extracurricular activities or join student groups; men and women also had separate 
classrooms. Attitudes were slow to change, but as they did change and the number of 
women attending college increased, institutions adjusted to meet women's social and 
developmental needs. The growth in the enrollment of women at previously all-male 
institutions triggered the creation of the student affairs profession and the dean of 
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women position (Rentz, 1996). Deans of women were responsible for female student 
discipline, but many felt they had a greater role in the lives of these women outside the 
classroom (Barr, Desler, & Assoc., 2000). In 1916, the National Association of Deans of 
Women was founded and contributed to the growing professionals in the field of student 
affairs. 
Another historically significant event that coincided with the emergence of the 
student affairs profession was the adoption of the German model in higher education 
from 1870 to 1890. The German model allowed faculty for the first time to concentrate 
on the curricular content of one subject. With this focus, faculty could not be as 
concerned with learning outside the classroom. When this model was adopted in the 
United States, faculty began to relinquish their responsibility for overseeing students' 
extracurricular lives. The German model placed an emphasis on individual academic 
disciplines that led to an overly specialized curriculum with little or no integration or 
real meaning to anything outside the classroom (Lucas, 1994). This new model brought 
changes to the undergraduate experience. Students had more choice in electives and the 
courses of study they followed. Universities were reluctant to serve in the in loco 
parentis role (Lucas). With faculty less involved in the students' lives outside the 
classroom, students started to engage in unsanctioned extracurricular life. This shift 
brought about the development of student activities and organizations that are still active 
on campuses today in an effort to provide students with school-sponsored activities 
(Rentz, 1996). These activities included Greek letter social fraternities and 
intercollegiate athletic programs. With the increase in physical activity, health services 
and gymnasiums started to appear on campuses (Lucas). 
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All this change and the increase in student activity outside the classroom in the 
early 1900s caused parents and administrators to decide that students needed more 
support, care, and guidance as well as established constructive extracurricular activities 
(Brubacher & Rudy, 1996). This in tum led to the modem student personnel movement, 
and student affairs work was established that consisted of academic-related 
organizations and other nonacademic activities overseen by the dean of students (Rentz, 
1996). When student affairs administrators initially emerged, they were narrowly 
focused on one aspect of the student body ( Figure 1). With all these changes in the 
university system, the administration recognized the need for an integrated and 
meaningful collaborative curriculum between student affairs administrators and 
academic affairs administrators. Institutions began to develop integrated capstone 
courses and programs that incorporated and applied directly to students' academic 
studies. This was precipitated by the need to increase motivation and decrease apathy of 
students on campus (Brubacher & Rudy). Even in the early 1900s, student affairs 
personnel were working on creating a seamless learning environment and incorporating 
student learning goals in their work without fully understanding what they were doing or 
trying to accomplish. 
The widespread use of the German model gave student affairs administrators an 
understanding of their purpose, but it was not until the 1930s that universities saw 
another great change. During the Great Depression, high school graduates enrolled in 
college in unprecedented numbers as an alternative to unemployment (Brubacher & 
Rudy, 1996). At this time, young people equated a college education with upward social 
mobility and a necessary preparation for life. Youth during the depression could not fmd 
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jobs so an increase in college attendance occurred because students preferred to spend 
their time in school rather than being idle. During this time, the percentage of enrollment 
in junior colleges doubled (Brubacher & Rudy). After World War II, the GI bill was 
created awarding the first financial aid that was given (Caple, 1998). These occurrences 
led to new functional areas emerging in student affairs including financial aid and 
support for veterans. 
The next occurrence that caused growth in the student affairs profession was the 
civil rights movement and the racial integration of higher education. In 1954 after the 
US Supreme Court ruled in Brown vs. Topeka Board of Education that racial 
segregation in public institutions was unconstitutional, the historically white institutions 
were forced to desegregate. The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1974 paved the way 
for disability services offered for students. Title IX was passed in 1972 to create equal 
opportunities for men's and women's athletic programs on college campuses. This was a 
difficult time for all minority groups on campuses across the nation. Student affairs 
administrators realized they needed to be able to serve their students and meet their 
needs. This led to offices offering a wide variety of new services for the minority 
constituency (Palmer & Shuford, 1996). These offices included disability services, 
athletics, multicultural affairs, women's centers, and gay, lesbian, bisexual, and 
transgender (GLBT) centers. Today these offices still exist and emphasize outreach and 
education across campuses (Palmer & Shuford). As students' diversity increased, 
student affairs administrators began to flourish, creating new offices and positions on 
campus to meet the needs of more diverse groups. 
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The Vietnam conflict was a significant historical event that affected the role of 
student affairs administrators. Campuses saw an increase in violence and discontent in 
students (Lucas, 1994). Students began to question authority and demand a voice in 
campus administration. The increase in activism and dissention signaled students' desire 
to focus more on their needs and less on academic subjects (Carpenter, 1996). This 
environment caused student affairs administrators to reexamine how they were working 
with students. Student affairs administrators grew to work with the students based on 
what is now called a student development model of student affairs. Students were given 
control of their learning and greater authority to make their own choices and meaning of 
their learning experiences. Since this era student affairs administrators have continued to 
focus on student learning while helping students gain the most out of the entire 
collegiate experience. 
Other developments have changed the role of the student affairs profession to 
include a broader spectrum of services offered to students out of the classroom. Those 
services include career services, admissions, the registrar's office, student life, transfer 
students, minority groups, student government, student activities, Greek social 
fraternities and sororities, and recreational sports. A profession that was once narrow 
continues to expand to meet the needs of the students. On the academic side, goals based 
on the needs of a specialized society have narrowed focus, with an emphasis on one 
subject being taught in the classroom. These changes divided the work on a college 
campus, with student affairs administrators focusing on the learning outside the 
classroom. In order to create learning experiences outside the classroom, student affairs 
administrators need to have knowledge about how they approach student learning and 
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what they feel are the most important skills for students to develop prior to graduation. 
Knowledge about the history of student affairs administrators and academic affairs 
administrators will assist to create an understanding of how colleges and universities are 
currently organized. Studying how student affairs administrators approach student 
learning with regard to student learning goals will assist to create a multifaceted learning 
environment for students. 
Student Affairs Administrators 
The job descriptions of student affairs administrators have been changing since 
the profession was created. Guiding documents for the profession include the Student 
Personnel Point of View (ACE, 1949), The Student Learning Imperative (ACPA, 1994), 
and Principles for Good Practice for Student Affairs (ACPA & NASP A, 1996). 
Knowledge of these documents will help one understand the purpose of the profession 
including student learning goals. 
The American College Personnel Administrators and the National Association 
of Student Personnel Administrators developed seven good practices for student affairs 
professionals to follow. They include (a) engage students in active learning, (b) help 
students develop coherent values and ethical standards, (c) set and communicate high 
expectations for student learning, (d) use systematic inquiry to improve student and 
institutional performance, (e) use resources effectively to achieve institutional mission 
and goals, (f) forge educational partnerships that advance student learning, and (g) build 
supportive and inclusive communities (ACPA & NAPSA, 1993). In congruence with the 
ACP A seven principles, the Student Learning Imperative was written. The assertions of 
the Student Learning Imperative described how student affairs professionals can 
intentionally create conditions that enhance student learning (ACPA, 1994). 
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The Student Personnel Point of View (ACE, 1949) is an interpretation of the 
philosophy and practices of student personnel work in college and universities that 
examined assumptions and beliefs about what should be accomplished when working 
with students. The authors of the Student Personnel Point of View advocated that each 
student is equal, student involvement enhances learning, out-of-class environments 
affect learning, each person has worth and dignity, a supportive and friendly community 
life helps students learn, and students are responsible for their own lives (NASP A, 
1987). Included in this document are guidelines for the role of student affairs 
administrators and the need to include the guidelines to serve and encourage faculty-
student interaction in programs and activities, to advocate student participation in 
institutional governance, to design opportunities for leadership development, and to 
create opportunities for students to expand their aesthetic and cultural appreciation 
(NASPA). The Student Learning Imperative, created in the 90s, directly supported the 
above mission to encourage faculty-student interactions in one of its five goals: 
Student affairs professionals collaborate with other institutional agents and 
agencies to promote student learning and personal development. Student affairs 
professionals should create "seamless" experiences by bridging organizational 
boundaries and forging collaborative partnerships with faculty and others to 
enhance student learning. (ACPA, 1994, p. 3) 
Creating a successful, seamless learning environment is difficult without having an 
understanding of student learning goals from all entities involved. Focusing on learning 
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is a fundamental shift in perspective for student affairs administrators, and if the purpose 
of education is learning, then institutional effectiveness should be measured by 
educational benefits and outcomes (Wingspread Group on Higher Education, 1993). 
Overall, the authors of these documents argued that student affairs administrators 
should provide learning opportunities for students to experience and interact with peers, 
faculty, and other administrators on campus. Through this interaction, faculty and 
student affairs administrators can support the learning of students inside and outside the 
classroom, establishing a seamless learning environment and create learning experiences 
for students to develop their social skills, improve their academic intelligence, and 
become a well-rounded individuals. Put simply, the role of student affairs administrators 
as described in these documents is to provide learning opportunities for students. To 
accomplish this, learning goals need to be examined to ensure a clear understanding of 
where student affairs administrators stand in regard to student learning. 
Student affairs professionals often enter the profession through graduate 
programs in fields such as counseling, psychology, and history rather than through 
undergraduate programs that prepare professionals for student affairs. Some 
administrators have come with an interest in higher education and with a background in 
a specific subject. These administrators have student affairs knowledge based on their 
own experiences in college. Does the educational background of student affairs 
administrators affect how they approach student learning? There is limited research on 
this topic but it needs to be addressed and further study is imperative to help determine if 
professionals from different backgrounds have a shared vision of the role of student 
affairs administrators. 
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It is only by acting cooperatively in the context of common goals - as the most 
innovative institutions have done -- that accumulated understanding about learning is put 
to the best use (American Association for Higher Education [AAHE], ACPA, & 
NASPA, 1998). Today, student affairs administrators still look at the Student Learning 
Imperative (ACPA, 1994) and the Student Personnel Point of View (ACE, 1949) as 
references for the standards of the profession. But there are now certain characteristics 
that are valued and expected in student affairs administrators that are not defined in 
these documents. Several of these values include engaging students in active learning, 
providing resources to encourage student learning, and creating conditions that motivate 
and inspire students. 
Cooperation among student affairs administrators and academic affairs 
administrators is another value that is a theme in the literature. It is known that faculty 
teach specific subjects; what is not known is how student affairs administrators see their 
role in relation to student learning goals. To have student affairs administrators and 
faculty cooperate and create successful learning environments, it is essential to have an 
understanding about how each group focuses on student learning. That learning starts 
with gaining a complete understanding of student affairs administrators' perceptions of 
student learning goals. 
Several philosophies have evolved over time about how to work and interact 
with students. Since the publication of Student Learning Imperative (A CPA, 1994) and 
Powerful Partnerships (AAHE, ACPA, & NASPA, 1998), there have been discussions 
on the purpose of the profession. But there is lack of evidence and consensus about how 
to evaluate the impact of the college experience on students (Kuh, 2001). Considerable 
27 
research has examined how students develop as a result oftheir overall college 
experience, but relatively little has examined what educators think should happen 
(Angelo & Cross, 1993, p. 14). What educators think students should learn will frame 
what they teach students inside and outside the classroom, with each professional 
creating a personal philosophy based on shared goals or a shared vision of the student 
outcome. 
Ender et ai. (1996) assessed the importance of the primary student affairs models 
that defined practice on campus. They were trying to answer the question, "as a 
profession, are we service providers, developmental educators, or professionals 
primarily committed to promoting student learning and academic success?" (Ender et aI., 
p. 7). The results of the study helped to define the three practices commonly used today 
in student affairs departments. These three widely known practices include the student 
services model, student development model, and student learning model (Ender et aI.). 
A student affairs division that defines its work through the student services 
model has a primary purpose of promoting the academic mission of the university by 
providing services that meet students' basic needs (Ender et al.). A student affairs 
division that defines its work by the student development model emphasizes the 
maturation process that human beings go through from birth to death (Ender et al.). 
Student affairs administrators focus on the developmental phases or tasks that students 
experience as they pursue a college education. The third model, student learning, 
focuses on collaboration between education and decision-makers to increase the quality 
of student learning at the institution (Ender et al.). 
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The three models were developed from the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators participants. Research was conducted during the summer and fall of 1995, 
consisting of a survey mailed to 60 chief student affairs officers (CSAOs) to identify the 
most commonly used student affairs philosophies (Ender et aI., 1996). The participants 
were selected at random from the National Association of Student Personnel 
Administrators mailing list. The survey generated a 76% response rate. The survey had 
CSAOs rate the importance, on a scale from one to 10, of the three philosophical models 
and how the models guided their work. The research found that 50% rated student 
services most important, 20% chose student development, 16% chose student learning 
and 13% chose more than one model (Ender et al.). From the study, definitions for the 
three practices were established by Ender et aI. Ender et aI. suggested that the 
differences in student philosophies are based upon perceptions of the campus 
environment and culture. Administrators prioritized their work based on the university 
mission, upper administration, and how administrators felt they were perceived on 
campus. 
Hartley (2001) studied the perspective of 16 senior student affairs officers 
(SSAOs) with student learning as an overarching framework for understanding their 
work. Three questions were asked to the participants including how their division 
identified and established goals and what those goals were (Hartley). The results 
indicated that student affairs administrators promoted student development, created a 
powerful learning environment, and supported academic achievement. Hartley found 
that the SSAOs used some form of the word learning to describe what they do. For 
example, "It is the job of student affairs to teach students to live well" and "I see our job 
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in two ways: service delivery and learning development." Hartley referenced the Ender 
et al. study (1996) and stated that before Ender et al. studied student affairs philosophies 
to guide student learning, administrators were working under the same student affairs 
philosophies, but after the study they had a language to use to describe how they worked 
with students. Hartley's statement is consistent with a study about perceptions of faculty 
and student affairs administrators at a large research institution. Goldstein (2003) studied 
the perception of student learning goals comparing student affairs professionals and 
faculty at large research institutions compared to small private universities. Goldstein 
found that "faculty and student affairs at this institution are in agreement with the 
student affairs professional association espousing a student learning philosophy, but 
have yet to make the needed adjustments to professional practice" (Goldstein, 2003, p. 
19). 
It is imperative that student affairs administrators work together to create 
learning experiences outside the classroom (Astin, 1984; Tinto, 1993). In order to do this 
successfully, administrators must have an understanding of each others' philosophies 
when working with students. Student affairs administrators have a variety of educational 
backgrounds and years of experience in the profession. These differences may cause 
student affairs administrators to guide their work using differing student affairs 
philosophies. If one administrator works under the student services model and another 
administrator in the same office works under the student learning model, they may have 
different perceptions regarding student learning. This will cause a disconnect among 
student affairs administrators and in tum affect the students because the professionals 
will not be working together. 
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Student Affairs and Academic Affairs Collaboration 
Collaboration among student affairs and academic affairs administrators is a 
difficult task (Buyarski, 2004; Dale & Drake, 2005). Literature supports that 
collaboration is challenging because of the varying cultures of student affairs and 
academic affairs. A solid understanding of academic affairs and student affairs cultures 
and the study of institutions that have attempted collaboration will strengthen the case 
for the importance of a seamless learning environment. 
Culture and Collaboration 
On a college campus, two main entities interact with the students on a consistent 
basis: faculty and student affairs administrators. Both ofthese groups work with students 
in different environments; one is a learning environment in the classroom and the other 
is a learning environment outside the classroom. Academic affairs professionals create 
concrete learning experiences and student affairs professionals teach students through 
experiential learning (Dale & Drake, 2005; Love et al. 1993). This creates two distinct 
cultures between student affairs and academic affairs; these differences have caused the 
communication gap to widen among student affairs and academic affairs administrators 
(Kellogg, 1999). Culture is the interwoven pattern of beliefs, values, practices and 
artifacts that define members, who they are now, and how they do things (Bolman & 
Deal, 2004). Culture is a product and a process that is constantly renewed and re-created. 
Communication and collaboration are rare among student affairs and academic 
professionals because of their different basic values and responsibilities and the amount 
of time each area has to work with the other (Love et al.). 
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Academic affairs and student affairs have distinct histories that created separate 
values and cultures. A longitudinal study was conducted to examine the differences 
between faculty and student affairs subcultures that might affect collaborative efforts 
(Dale & Drake, 2005). Data were collected through document analysis, participant 
observation, and individual interviews. The study found that there was a central 
agreement between faculty and student affairs staff in a commitment to students and 
their success. Another study looked at the differences in values between student affairs 
administrators and academic affairs administrators (Buyarski, 2004). The hypothesis 
stated that academic administrators would value academic freedom, democratic 
governance and research. Student affairs administrators would value off-campus 
learning experiences and individual personal development. As part of the study the 
Institutional Goal Inventory was completed by both student affairs and academic affairs 
administrators. 
In both studies, a significant difference was found in the subcultures. Dale and 
Drake (2005) found that the academic administrators and student affairs administrators 
differed in the ways they showed their commitment to students. Faculty members had a 
greater focus on learning and academic standards; student affairs members put the needs 
of the individual students at the forefront of their work. While both academic affairs 
professionals and student affairs professionals have the same goals for students, the 
study illustrated how both groups approach the goals in different ways because of their 
cultural differences. From Buyarski's study (2004), it can be understood that the 
difference in cultures of student affairs and academic affairs affects collaboration and 
that both entities approach student learning in different ways. Dale and Drake were able 
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to illustrate the differences in the culture of academic affairs administrators and student 
affairs administrators. The reason the groups did not collaborate was because they had 
different ideas and approaches regarding student learning. Faculty have more clearly 
defined roles in their academic syllabi while student affairs administrators' goals are less 
structured and often not stated. Defining these student affairs goals is the foundation 
needed for collaboration and the first step toward creating a seamless learning 
environment. 
Collaboration among groups can be difficult because persons within each group 
might feel that they have to compromise. In some situations, the people involved might 
see their position on an issue as the most important and be unwilling to change their 
perspective; they are territorial. This attachment will make collaboration among student 
affairs administrators and academic affairs administrators difficult to achieve. 
Knowledge regarding the difficulty of collaboration can assist in breaking down cultural 
barriers and developing an understanding of the fundamental purpose of higher 
education. 
Cultural communications and barriers may be attributed to differences in 
professional preparation, lack of shared journal readings, and the disconnect between 
student development and academic content-based research (Dale & Drake, 2005). 
Similarly, Buryarski (2004) found that cultural heritage affects collaboration efforts; 
differing values cause tension and conflict. It is crucial to accept these cultural 
differences so they do not cause barriers in collaborative efforts. 
Buryarski's study (2004) was a sufficient initial investigation to identify the 
subcultures of faculty and student affairs and why the two groups often fail to 
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collaborate. In order to collaborate, academic affairs administrators and student affairs 
administrators must understand and respect how each culture teaches and supports. This 
was illustrated through the research of both Buryarski (2004) and Dale and Drake 
(2005). Acknowledging that academic affairs administrators and student affairs 
administrators have different cultures is the first step to opening the doors to successful 
collaboration. 
Institutional Experience with Collaboration 
An understanding and having knowledge of successful and non successful 
collaborative efforts is imperative for student affairs administrators to gain an 
understanding of how to create thriving seamless learning environments. Philpott and 
Strange (2003) conducted a qualitative study to examine a collaborative effort between 
student affairs and academic affairs administrators while they attempted to create a 
holistic learning experience for students through a residential college program at a 
Midwestern university. The study included six informants, two campus administrators, 
two full-time faculty, and two student affairs staff members. Data were collected for 15 
months using triangulation of multiple data sources, member-checks, and peer 
debriefings. There were two data collectors. The purpose of the study was to address 
communication protocol regarding the interaction dynamics of student affairs and 
academic affairs administrators. The results indicated that student affairs and academic 
affairs administrators approach creating a living and learning environment from different 
perspectives. 
Effective collaboration was documented in a student life program at the 
University of Arkansas called Collaborative Action Team (CAT) (Bourassa & Kruger, 
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200 I). CAT was charged to assess academic and student affairs administrators as well as 
students to discuss collaboration and what needed to happen on their campus. Faculty 
were involved in what had traditionally been the job of student affairs administrators by 
including academic affairs in programs for honor councils, mentoring programs, career 
development and diversity programming (Bourassa & Kruger). Another successful 
collaborative effort was at the University of North Carolina, Wilmington and was called 
the Cornerstone Learning Community Program (Rodems, 2006). First year students took 
eight of their 15 credit hours as part of a learning community that featured linked 
courses through integrated seminars taught in the residence halls. The program was 
designed so faculty members taught the basic studies courses and student affairs staff 
members, academic advisors, or librarians taught the integrative seminar. At the 
University of Nevada, Reno student affairs personnel paired up with academic affairs 
personnel to develop a sexual assault prevention program (Yeater, Miltenberger, Laden, 
Ellis, & Donohue, 2001). The program focused on men's and women's attitudes, 
cognitions, and behaviors about sexual assault to reduce the probability of women being 
raped. The unique aspect is that the program was combined with the counseling 
programs and academic department. Once the program was established it was 
demonstrated and assessed by 300 women undergraduates. The results proved successful 
and the program reached the goals established. 
In comparison, Philpott and Strange's (2003) study examined why collaboration 
was not effective and attributed the results to different approaches of student affairs and 
academic affairs. These areas included differences in culture, ideas on student learning, 
location on campus, and in academic vocabulary (Philpott & Strange). The learning 
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community was created, but the collaboration did not happen as in-depth as upper-
administrators had hoped because of limited proximity and access of collaborators. 
Ongoing collaboration proved time consuming, and student affairs and academic affairs 
administrators remained somewhat separated by the larger matrix of the university 
history and bureaucracy (Philpott & Strange). 
There has been research comparing learning goals of student affairs 
administrators and academic affairs administrators but nothing examining student affairs 
administrators in one state. Because academic affairs administrators are already 
grounded and work within the realms of student learning goals, student affairs 
administrators need to focus their work in the same way (Council for the Advancement 
of Standards in Higher Education [CAS], 2003; SACS, 2008). A deeper understanding 
of student affairs administrators' perceptions of student learning can be accomplished 
through surveying student affairs administrators regarding their perceptions of student 
learning. 
Student Learning 
On a college campus, students learn in and out of the classroom. Research has 
shown that learning occurs outside the classroom through participating in clubs and 
other organizations, working on campus, and interacting with peers (Astin, 1993; 
Chickering & Reisser, 1993; Evans et aI, 1998). The most effective student learning is 
learning that takes place simultaneously inside and outside the classroom and that is 
promoted by a seamless learning environment. There are universities that have had 
success in creating this type of student learning environment (Bourassa & Kruger, 2001; 
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Rodems, 2006; Yeater et aI., 2001). While creating these environments, several effects 
were discovered, including the difficulty of measuring student learning goals in higher 
education and the impact of student learning from administrators who have used student 
learning goals (Creamer & Creamer, 1994; Philphot & Strange, 2003). 
Student Learning Goals 
Each professional has beliefs about what skills are most important for students to 
learn. From these beliefs, they create their own student learning goals, even if they have 
not articulated their goals within this framework of structured learning goals. A student 
learning goal is simply what the faculty members or student affairs administrators hope 
to teach students. They are the general aims of a program or course. Student learning 
goals have existed for years; students receive these goals at the beginning of every 
semester in their course syllabi. Experiential learning goals provided by student affairs 
administrators are more challenging to define but just as necessary. 
The literature explains how important it is for student affairs administrators to 
have student learning goals (CAS, 2003; SACS, 2008). ill fact, student learning goals are 
mandated by accrediting bodies. A SACS core requirement states: "The institution 
provides student support programs, services, and activities consistent with its mission 
that promote student learning and enhance the development of its students" (SACS, p. 
18). This core requirement must be measured and assessed. To assist student affairs 
administrators in setting guidelines, CAS has provided a framework for student affairs 
assessment since 1979. The purpose of CAS continues to be to create a credible 
handbook of professional standards and guidelines and self-assessment guides that are 
designed to lead to a host of quality-controlled programs and services (CAS, 2003). A 
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requirement of CAS is to create developmental learning outcomes for students 
pertaining to the service that is being provided. In order to fulfill the SACS requirement 
and to follow CAS standards, student affairs administrators must have an understanding 
of student learning goals. The key to enhancing learning is to create conditions that 
motivate and inspire students to devote time and energy to educationally purposeful 
activities, both in and outside the classroom (ACPA, 1996). 
Impact of Using Student Learning Goals 
Experiences outside the classroom should be centered around student learning 
goals. Out of the classroom experiences might include being involved in a campus 
organization, living in the residence halls, being a member of the Greek community, and 
participating in service learning. Service learning represents a powerful vehicle for 
enhancing student development during the undergraduate years while concurrently 
fulfilling a basic institutional mission of providing service to the community (ACPA, 
1994, Astin & Sax, 1998; Eklund-Leen & Young, 1997). APCA collected data from 
entering freshman and follow-up data from 3450 students attending 42 institutions. 
Results of their study found that participating in service-learning during the 
undergraduate years substantially enhanced the students' academic development. The 
data collected were used as part of the Cooperative Institutional Research Program 
(CIRP) and were drawn from five consecutive administrations of the CIRP Freshman 
Survey. The follow-up survey, the 1995 College Student Survey (CSS), was sent to 
selected students from the five distributions of the CIRP. The research question was how 
service learning affected students' educational and personal development. Multivariate 
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analysis of the longitudinal survey results employed a conceptual framework, the input-
environment-outcome model. 
Eklund-Leen and Young (1997) discussed why students participate in service 
learning, what they do, who participates, and the effects of service learning, including 
helping others, civic responsibility, developing new skills, and enhancing academic 
learning. The important aspect relating to collaboration was the effect service learning 
had on academic development; the survey suggested positive results. Some of the 
outcomes included college grade point average increase, retention in college, aspirations 
for higher degrees, increases in knowledge, time devoted to studying, and amount of 
contact with faculty. Overall, the study found that participating in service activities 
during the undergraduate years substantially enhanced the student's academic 
development, life-skill development, and sense of civic responsibility (Eklund-Leen & 
Young). 
The reasons that faculty-in-residence halls programs are successful include that 
they were founded on the basis of learning goals for the students. Banta and Kuh (1998) 
and Rodems (2006) reported successful collaborative ventures that provided a successful 
living-learning environment. Banta and Kuh researched institutions that invited faculty 
to participate in residence hall programs and activities on campus. Rodems helped to 
create a learning community for first year students. The community allowed a group of 
25 students to choose from a variety of basic study courses with an integrative seminar. 
Faculty taught the basic study course and student affairs administrators taught the 
integrative seminar. Having a program based on student learning goals gives student 
affairs and faculty involved in the program focus and direction. This cooperative effort 
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provides limitless opportunities for integrating student academic experience with out-of-
class experience. 
New programs are constantly initiated on a college campus. Research has shown 
that new programs that are developed with student learning goals are more successful. 
Creamer and Creamer (1994) examined issues in organizational development and the 
application of a model of planned change in higher education. The study was designed to 
assist with the understanding of planned change in higher education, specifically as it 
relates to infusing student development goals into programming. Plmmed change was 
defined as a systematic and purposeful effort to change existing policies and practices to 
incorporate ( a) new behaviors, values, or goals, (b) new technological innovation, or (c) 
structural changes in the communication or authority systems of an organization 
(Creamer and Creamer). A 35-item survey was distributed to 740 voting delegates of the 
National Association of Student Personnel Administration. 
In the study by Creamer and Creamer (1994), the study respondents were asked 
to identify any project underway that was in line with the definition of planned change, 
to answer questions about that project, to identify project leaders, and to determine if the 
project's student development goals were explicit. Those who reported the data were 
also the people who initiated the change. Some of the change projects included 
reorganization, residence hall programming, retention programs, and staff development 
programs. Projects with student development goals were more successful than those that 
were not based on student development goals. Iftop administrators were in support of 
the change, it was more likely to happen and be successful. 
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Another study by Kezar (2005) researched four institutions that moved from 
having unconnected collaboration with little effect to an environment that embraced 
collaboration. Thirty institutions were nominated for the study, and after interviews were 
conducted, four sites were chosen. At these institutions, 20 interviews were conducted 
with administrators and staff, and institutional planning documents including cross-
campus committee and accreditation reports were reviewed. Kezar found that factors 
such as the university mission, establishing relationships, rewards, incentives, and 
priority from upper administration were essential variables that need to be present for 
collaborative efforts. Values included understanding student learning goals and how 
both student affairs personnel and academic affairs personnel defined student learning. 
Both Kezar's and Creamer and Creamer's (1994) studies confirmed the importance of 
student learning goals and program success. The research supports the need for student 
affairs administrators to have an understanding of their perceptions of student learning 
goals to create successful experiences for students. Successful experiences happen with 
student involvement outside the classroom. 
Theory of Student Involvement 
Student involvement refers to the quantity and quality of the physical and 
psychological energy that students invest in the college experience (Evans et aI., 1998). 
Students need to be engaged in their environment; being engaged is a simple concept yet 
it is difficult to achieve. Kuh (2003) commented that the very act of being engaged in an 
environment adds to the foundation of skills and dispositions that is essential to live a 
productive, satisfying life after college. Astin (1993) discussed why it is important that 
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students are involved on campus. Astin's (1984) theory can be related to both student 
learning and development for student affairs and academic affairs administrators. 
Another theory that refers to the positive aspect of student involvement was developed 
by Vincent Tinto. Tinto supported the critical role of student involvement in positive 
educational outcomes for college students (Tinto, 1993). ill his model, Tinto described 
ways in which students experience and interact with their campus environment, focusing 
on academic and social integration. The theories of both Astin and Tinto support the 
importance of creating a seamless learning environment, confirming the importance of 
both the in- and out-of classroom learning experiences and their connections. 
Astin's (1984) theory of student involvement is based on five basic postulates: a) 
involvement means investment of physical and psychological energy in different objects 
that vary in their specificity; b) involvement occurs along a continuum, with different 
students investing different amounts of energy in various objects at various times c) 
involvement includes quantitative and qualitative components, d) the amount of student 
learning and personal development is directly proportional to the quality and quantity of 
involvement, and e) the effectiveness of any educational policy or practice is directly 
related to the capacity of that policy or practice to increase involvement (Astin). The last 
two postulates can assist in creating effective learning programs for students. The 
importance of this theory in relation to student learning goals is that learning is a process 
that does not end when the student walks out of the classroom. Rather, it occurs in every 
aspect of a student's life. Astin (1999) found that the most precious resource is student 
time. This means that learning environments need to be created to meet students' needs 
in ways that will engage them in learning and encourage them to invest their time in 
those environments. 
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Tinto (1993) discussed the importance of a student's academic and social 
integration once on campus. The process of becoming integrated into the academic and 
social systems of a college is completed when students successfully navigate through the 
stages of separation, transition, and incorporation, meaning that they have transitioned 
and disassociated themselves from norms of their past life (Tinto). During transition, 
students are evaluating and questioning what they believe in and have done in the past. It 
is during this time that students immerse themselves into their current environment, 
adapt, and adopt new norms to coincide with life in college. 
In order to create these new norms, students must have experiences that 
challenge them to create new values, attitudes, behaviors, and ideas and allow them to 
grow and to develop (Milem & Berger, 1997). These experiences happen when students 
are involved in the academic and social aspects of college life. Tinto (1993) discussed 
that academic and social integration is rooted in the degree to which students believe 
they are part of the academic and social systems of the college or university. 
Furthermore, he acknowledged the significant role that contact with faculty, staff, and 
other students have in this process (Tin to). Tinto' s theory supports the creation of a 
seamless learning environment. 
Astin's (1984) primary concern was getting students engaged in their 
environment; Tinto (1993) found that students needed experiences on campus to ease the 
transition into campus life. Both engagement in their environment and out of class 
experiences need to happen on campus for students to successfully thrive at college. 
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Student involvement and learning occur inside and outside the classroom; student affairs 
administrators need to focus and engage students in experiential learning. Administrators 
often concentrate on their own techniques or processes and ignore the holistic approach 
to learning. The involvement approach has the advantage of encouraging all educators to 
focus more on what students are actually doing in and out of the classroom. The theories 
of Tinto and Astin support the need to study perceptions of student learning goals. 
However, these perceptions may be influenced by institutional differences. 
Institutional Differences 
Colleges and universities are categorized by size, enrollment, faculty-to-student 
ratio, and number of advanced degrees. Understanding the differences in universities is 
critical when looking at student learning and comparing institutions. Studies by Boyer 
(1987) and Kuh, Shedd, and Whitt (1987) addressing the effect of size on student 
learning illustrated that large institutions are more complex with differing purposes, 
making it more difficult to create an environment for collaboration. These studies 
showed that students who attend a large university often do not get personalized 
attention and that administrators often do not focus exclusively on student learning 
(Pascallera & Terenzini, 1991). Chickering and Reisser (1993) stated that having clearly 
defined learning goals positively enhances student development and student learning. 
Smaller institutions often have more effectively defined clear student learning goals 
(Goldstein, 2004). 
The Carnegie Commission on Higher Education created frameworks for colleges 
and universities that put them into categories based on characteristics such as 
undergraduate instruction program, graduate instruction program, enrollment profile, 
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undergraduate profile, size, and setting (Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 
Teaching, 2008). The categories include associate colleges, research doctoral granting 
universities, master's colleges and universities, baccalaureate colleges, and special focus 
institutions. The majority of the public universities in the state of Florida are research 
doctoral granting universities: Florida A&M (F AMU), Florida Atlantic University 
(F AU), Florida International University (FlU), Florida State University (FSU), 
University of Central Florida (UCF), University of Florida (UF), University of South 
Florida (USF), and University of West Florida (UWF). A research doctoral granting 
institution is a university that awards at least 20 doctoral degrees per year. University of 
North Florida (UNF) and Florida Gulf Coastal University (FGCU) are Master's 
Colleges, meaning that each university awarded at least 50 master's degrees and fewer 
than 20 doctoral degrees per year (Carnegie Commission on Higher Education). The 
category for New College is Baccalaureate Colleges--Arts & Sciences, as New College 
(NCF) only offers a four-year undergraduate degree andnot any graduate degrees. 
Goldstein (2004) studied institutional differences while using the Student 
Learning Goals Inventory (SLGl) instrument to compare collaboration between student 
affairs administrators and academic affairs administrators at large Research I institutions 
and small private schools with fewer than 3,000 students enrolled. Goldstein (2003) 
found that small private schools are more focused on student learning than large 
institutions. The results of Goldstein's study confirmed current literature regarding 
differences in undergraduate education at small liberal arts colleges and large research 
institutions. Goldstein's study supports the need to consider institutional differences in 
learning goals. 
45 
Chapter Summary 
Students in an ideal collaborative learning environment will be able to immerse 
themselves in their surroundings; the college environment will challenge them to look at 
their social skills, recognize their own emotions, and increase their core knowledge to 
new levels. In order to create a seamless learning environment that will foster growth 
among administrators and students, it is vitally important to gain a deep understanding 
of the views of student affairs administrators about learning goals. 
The literature supports the need for integration between student affairs 
administrators and academic affairs administrators, but a gap in the literature exists on 
specifically how student affairs administrators perceive student learning goals. 
Examining student affairs administrators' perception of learning goals can help create a 
climate where academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators 
understand each others' purpose and perspectives on student learning. With an 
understanding of these shared purposes, opportunities for integration among student 
affairs administrators and academic affairs administrators will give students a holistic 
learning environment and enable them to learn about themselves emotionally and 
intellectually. Students will see and make connections between their learning inside and 
outside the classroom. 
Understanding how student affairs administrators perceive student learning at the 
institutions where they work will help student affairs professionals better serve the 
students and be better administrators. It will provide accountability for the profession 
and help foster collegiality among all higher education professionals on college and 
university campuses. The results from this research will increase knowledge about how 
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student affairs administrators approach working with students and will provide a better 
understanding of the goals and the purposes of student affairs. 
Chapter 3 
Methodology 
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This study examined the perceptions of student affairs administrators at public 
college and universities in Florida about the level of importance of a set of learning 
goals. Data were gathered using the Student Learning Goals Inventory (SLGI) (Papish, 
1999). In this chapter, the methodology used in the study will be described, including a 
description of the research design, data collection, research questions, and data analysis. 
Research Design 
This study was a descriptive, quantitative study examining student affairs 
professionals based upon their years in the field, educational background, institution 
type, and student affairs philosophies to determine whether those variables predicted the 
perceptions of student affairs professionals related to academic and student development 
goal statements. The dependent variables for this study were the current and ideal goals 
identified on the SLGIby participants. The independent variables were the number of 
years working in higher education, educational background, institutional type, and 
student affairs philosophy (student services, student development, or student learning). 
Instrumentation 
The SLGI was developed by Papish (1999) and was created to assess specific 
learning goals and how faculty, student affairs administrators, parents, and students 
perceive the importance of those goals. The SLGI (Appendix A) contains 40 goal 
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statements that are intended to represent a holistic view of what students might learn or 
experience during a four-year undergraduate experience (Papish). To develop the 
questionnaire, Papish compared five theoretical frameworks of student learning and 
student development: Chickering and Reisser (1993); Hintz and Stamatakos (1978); 
Kuh, Shedd, and Whitt (1987); Bowen (1980); and Winston et al. (as cited in Papish, 
1996). Goals or concepts that were shared by two or more of the frameworks were used 
to develop goal statements for the instrument, resulting in the 40 goal statements on the 
instrument. Participants rated the goal statements using a 5-point Likert scale for each 
item: (0) no importance, (1) minimal importance, (2) medium importance, (3) high 
importance, (4) extremely high importance. Each goal statement was rated in two 
categories: the degree to which goals are "currently" emphasized at their institutions, 
and "ideally" the degree to which goals should be emphasized at their institutions. 
When creating the instrument, an exploratory factor analysis with a varamax 
rotation was used to support a two factor solution dividing the items into an academic 
factor and a student development factor (Papish, 1999). A factor structure coeffecient of 
.40 was utilized as a cutoff for inclusion of items in the two factors creating two 
subscales. This resulted in 18 academic goals and 22 student development goals. 
Cronbach alpha procedures were used as measures of internal consistency reliability for 
scores on the scales and resulted in alpha = .92 for factor I (academic) and alpha = .91 
for factor II (student development). Internal consistency reliability was derived from 
scores resulting from one administration of a single measure on one sample 
(Onwuegbuzie & Daniel, 2002). 
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Goldstein (2003) modified the instrument by adding two questions to assess the 
differences in perceptions of faculty and student affairs professionals on the current and 
ideal philosophy of student affairs. Ender et al. (1996) created the three definitions for 
the philosophies, that included student services, student development, and student 
learning. Prior to Goldstein's analysis of research collected, a Cronbach alpha internal 
consistency reliability measure was calculated for scores on the whole instrument with 
an alpha coefficient of .95 for current items and .96 for ideal items (Goldstein, 2003). 
Data Collection 
Data were collected from student affairs administrators at 10 of the 11 state 
university system (SUS) schools in the state of Florida. The Student Learning Goals 
Inventory (SLGI) (Appendix A) was administered by email using the Web Surveyor 
program. SUS schools in the state of Florida differ in size and by organizational 
structure and in tum yielded a different number of surveys collected. After obtaining 
approval for this study from the University of North Florida Institutional Review Board 
(Appendix B), I emailed a study announcement to request involvement (Appendix C) to 
the assistant vice president or dean of students for student life/affairs/activities (upper 
level student affairs administrator) at each of the 11 SUS Florida schools. If I did not 
hear back from the contact, I emailed the administrator for the second time. The third 
time, I contacted the vice president of student affairs to inquire if I had contacted the 
correct person to tell them about my study. As the next step in trying to gain approval, I 
called the assistant vice president or dean of students for student life/affairs/activities to 
discuss my research. After all the previous attempts failed, I felt that I had exhausted all 
my resources and I made the decision to continue my study without one institution in the 
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state of Florida. Table 1 shows the SUS universities that participated in my study, 
enrollment at the university, and Carnegie classification. Two hundred forty-two surveys 
were distributed and 170 surveys were returned providing a response rate of 70%. 
Table 1 
Enrollment and Carnegie Classification of Schools 
College Enrollment Carnegie Classification 
Fall 2006 
Florida A&M 9,996 Research 
Florida Atlantic University 19,919 Research 
Florida Gulf Coast 6,962 Master's college and 
university 
Florida International 30,052 Research 
University 
Florida State University 30,946 Research 
New College 746 Baccalaureate 
University of Central Florida 39,381 Research 
University of Florida 34,603 Research 
University of North Florida 13,833 Master's college and 
university 
University of South Florida 33,885 Research 
University of West Florida 7,903 Doctoral! Research 
Total 228,226 
Note. Data obtained for enrollment information from the Florida Board of Governors website 
(http://www.f1bog.orgi). Data obtained for classification from the Carnegie Corporation for the 
Advancement of Teaching Website (http://www.carnegiefoundation.orgiclassifications/) 
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Participants 
The participants in this study were full-time administrators at the coordinator 
level or above that worked in student affairs. The position coordinator or above was 
chosen because an administrator at the coordinator level will have obtained at minimum 
of a bachelor's degree. A purposive sample was used. The upper-level student affairs 
administrator contact at each university approved the list provided me of the student 
affairs administrators at the institution. Creating a list of names made it easier to track 
the surveys. The name lists were created from the list of names found on each 
university's student affairs/life/activities website. Once the list was approved by the 
contact, the email addresses were entered into Web Surveyor. Web Surveyor was able to 
track the surveys. Each document was numbered consecutively and coded for each 
university. I was the only person with the name lists that corresponded to the completed 
surveys. The list of participants was stored in a secured within my house in a place that 
was only accessible to me. This information was kept separate from the data. Once the 
surveys were received, the documents with instrument codes and names were destroyed 
in order to protect each participant's identity. 
To encourage participants to respond to the survey, I asked the upper level 
administrators to send a prior notification email (Appendix D) regarding the study to 
participants. The most powerful determinate of response rates in an email survey is 
contact (Schaefer & Dillman, 1998). Prior notification was sent because Mehta and 
Sivadas (1995) found that people who received an email questionnaire without prior 
email notification were less likely to respond. The program automatically tracked who 
had completed the survey, making it more efficient to send a reminder email to only 
those participants who had not completed the survey. 
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Three days after the prior notification was sent, 1 sent an email invitation to the 
student affairs administrators (Appendix E) included on the lists approved by the 
university contacts. Each email included a link to the survey. Three days after the email 
invitation was sent, an email reminder was sent (Appendix F). Reminders were sent a 
total of four times, each three days after the last reminder email had been sent. A thank 
you email was sent after the survey was complete (Appendix G). 
Ethical Considerations 
All participation in this research project was voluntary, confidential and was not 
sought until approval was received from the UNF Institutional Review Board (lRB) 
(Appendix B). The front page of the survey explained the purpose of the study and asked 
for participation (Appendix H). The consent form included information that clearly 
identified the source of the research, a statement that participation was voluntary, that 
records would be kept confidential, and that there were no foreseeable risks or 
discomforts to the participants by completing this survey. A contact number was 
provided in case the participant had further questions. Consent was considered to have 
been given if the participant agreed to the terms in the informed consent. For the online 
survey, if the participant selected "I agree" after reading the consent form, they were 
able to take the survey online. If they selected "I do not agree," the participant was 
unable to access the survey online. The participants that took the web survey received a 
copy of the consent document with their thank-you email. 
Research Questions and Null Hypotheses 
The following research questions were addressed in this study: 
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Research question 1: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the current importance of 
the academic goal statements? 
HI: The variables of years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy do not predict the 
perceptions of student affairs professionals about the current importance of academic 
goal statements. 
Research question 2: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the current importance of 
student development goal statements? 
H2: The variables of years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, institution, and student affairs philosophy do not predict the perceptions of 
student affairs professionals about the current importance of student development goal 
statements. 
Research question 3: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the ideal importance of the 
academic goal statements? 
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H3: The variables of years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, institution, and student affairs philosophy do not predict the perceptions of 
student affairs professionals about the ideal importance of academic goal statements. 
Research question 4: Do the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
predict the perceptions of student affairs professionals about the ideal importance of 
student development goal statements? 
H4 : The variables of years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, institution, and student affairs philosophy do not predict the perceptions of 
student affairs professionals about the ideal importance of student development goal 
statements. 
Research question 5: Do student affairs professionals rate current academic goal 
statements differently than current student development goal statements for their 
institutions? 
H5: There is no difference in how student affairs professionals rate current academic 
goal statements compared to student development goal statements. 
Research question 6: Do student affairs professionals rate ideal academic goal 
statements differently than ideal student development goal statements for their 
institutions? 
H6: There is no difference in how student affairs professionals rate ideal academic goal 
statements compared to student development goal statements. 
Research question 7: Do student affairs professionals rate current academic goal 
statements differently than ideal academic goal statements for their institutions? 
H7: There is no difference in how student affairs professionals rate current academic 
goal statements compared to ideal academic goal statements for their institutions. 
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Research question 8: Do student affairs professionals rate current student 
development goal statements differently than ideal student development goal statements 
for their institution? 
Hs: There is no difference in how student affairs professionals rate current student 
development goal statements compared to ideal student development goal statements for 
their institutions. 
Research question 9: Is there a relationship between the ideal student affairs 
philosophy and years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, and institution type? 
H9: There will be no relationship between the ideal student affairs philosophy and years 
of experience in student affairs administration, educational background, and institution 
type. 
Research question 10: Is there a relationship between the current student affairs 
philosophy and years of experience in student affairs administration, educational 
background, and institution type? 
HIO: There will be no relationship between the current student affairs philosophy and 
years of experience in student affairs administration, educational background, and 
institution type. 
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Data Analysis Technique 
After the data were collected, they were analyzed and reported. SPSS version 
16.0 for Windows was used to analyze the data. Confirmatory factor analysis, multiple 
regression, chi square, and correlated t tests were used to analyze the data. 
Table 2 displays the data analysis technique that was used for each research 
question. A confirmatory inter-item correlation matrix and Cronbach's alpha were used 
to examine the internal consistency reliability of data for each of the two subscales set 
forth by Papish (1999) when creating the instrument; the two subscales were academic 
learning goals and student development learning goals. Multiple regression is a 
statistical test used to analyze the relationship between a single dependent variable and 
several independent variables (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2005). Using 
multiple regression allowed the degree of the relationship of several factors to be 
measured concurrently. The level of significance for the multiple regression analysis 
was set at .10 due to the nature the exploratory nature of the research. I examined the 
relationships between current or ideal learning goals and the predictor variables of years 
of experience in student affairs administration, educational background, institution type, 
and student affairs philosophy. This information was used to determine whether or not a 
correlation exists between predictor variables and the dependent variable (current or 
ideal learning goals). 
Chi-square analysis was then used to examine the relationship between ideal and 
current student philosophy and the demographic variables. The chi-square procedure is 
versatile and used as an inferential test (Huck, 2008). The two-group independent-
sample chi-square test with categorical response variables was used to answer research 
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questions 7 and 8. For the chi-square analysis the level of significance was set at .05. 
The results of the chi-square analyses detennined whether statistically significant 
relationships exist between each demographic variable and the participants' student 
affairs philosophy. 
The last statistical analysis was a correlated t test that assessed statistical 
significance of the difference between two groups on a single dependent variable. The 
level of significance for the t test was set at .05. Specifically, for this study the t test 
detennined whether student affairs administrators rated the current and ideal learning 
goals at their institutions differently. Analyzing the data using multiple regression, chi-
square analysis, and correlated t tests answered the research questions and provided a 
deeper knowledge of student affairs administrators and their perceptions of student 
learning goals. 
Table 2 
Research Question and Data Analysis 
Research Question 
Confinnation for the 
factor structure 
Questions 1,2,3,4 
Questions 5, 6, 7, 8 
Questions 9, 10 
Data analysis techniques 
Confinnatory factor analysis 
and internal consistency 
reliabilities 
Multiple regression 
Correlated t test 
Chi-square 
Level of 
Significance 
.10 
.05 
.05 
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Chapter Summary 
Examining the perceptions of student affairs administrators with regard to 
academic and student development goals is imperative in order to determine what 
student affairs administrators today feel is most significant to teach students outside the 
classroom. Investigating current and ideal goals within the realm of academic goals and 
student development goals provides student affairs administrators in the state of Florida 
with information about how perceptions of their current institution learning goals 
compare to ideal learning goals. The results of the study examined whether these 
differences are related to differences in years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, the type of institution, and student affairs 
philosophy. Having knowledge of this information will create a deeper understanding of 
student affairs professionals and help define their role in creating a learning environment 
for students using student learning goals. 
Chapter IV 
Results 
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This study was an examination ofthe perceptions of student affairs 
administrators at public colleges and universities in Florida and their opinions about the 
level of importance of a set of learning goals. This chapter presents the data and results 
from the statistical analysis. Results are presented in a consistent format for easy review. 
The chapter begins with a description of the sample, continues with a discussion of the 
internal consistency reliability of the data, and concludes with the results from the 
statistical tests that addressed the research questions. 
Description of the Sample 
There are 11 public colleges and universities in the state of Florida that could 
have comprised the intended population of the study. The accessible population for the 
study was student affairs administrators at 10 of the Florida SUS schools. Student affairs 
administrators from one institution did not participate because the contact person never 
replied to communication from me. The procedure described in Chapter 3 was followed 
to obtain permission for each institution to participate. After the procedure was followed 
and all resources were exhausted, I decided to continue the study and data collection 
without one of the Florida public universities. 
Data for this study were gathered from student affairs administrators at 10 
Florida SUS universities using the Student Learning Goals Inventory (SLGI) (Papish, 
1999). Questions about years of experience in higher education, educational background, 
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institution type, and functional area within student affairs were asked in the demographic 
section of the instrument (Appendix A). Two hundred forty-two surveys were 
distributed and 170 surveys were returned providing a response rate of 70%. 
The 10 institutions that participated in the study had response rates that ranged 
from 43% (USF) to 100% (NCF) (Table 3). The percentage of surveys returned was a 
representative sample of the accessible student affairs administrators from 10 of the 
Florida public colleges and universities. 
Table 3 
Study Population and Sample 
FAU 
FGCU 
FIU 
FSU 
NCF 
UCF 
UF 
UNF 
USF 
UWF 
Missing data 
Total 
Surveys 
sent 
30 
23 
18 
14 
4 
61 
21 
22 
14 
35 
242 
%or 
population 
12% 
8% 
7% 
5% 
2% 
25% 
9% 
9% 
6% 
14% 
Surveys Response %or 
received rate sample 
16 53% 9.4% 
19 83% 11.2% 
17 94% 10.0% 
13 93% 7.6% 
4 100% 2.4% 
34 56% 20.0% 
14 67% 8.2% 
16 72% 9.4% 
6 43% 3.5% 
23 66% 13.5% 
8 4.7% 
170 
Responses to the demographic variable years of experience in higher education 
(Table 4) showed that 28.2% ofthe participants had worked in higher education less 
than 5 years, 27.1 % of the participants had worked in higher education between 6 and 10 
years, 20.6% of the participants had worked in higher education between 11 and 19 
years, and 21.2% of the participants had worked in higher education for 20 plus years. 
The highest number of years working in higher education reported was 43 years. 
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Table 4 
Years of Experience Working in Higher Education 
N Percent 
Zero to five years 48 28.2 
Six to 10 years 46 27.1 
11 - 19 years 35 20.6 
20 plus years 36 21.2 
Missing data 5 2.9 
Total 170 100.00 
Examination of responses to the educational background question, another 
demographic variable (Table 5), indicated that 11.8% of the participants had earned a 
bachelor's degree as their highest degree obtained, 62.9% of the participants had earned 
a master's degree, and 22.4% had earned a specialist or a doctoral degree. 
Table 5 
Educational Background 
Bachelor's degree 
Master's degree 
Specialist/Doctorate degree 
Missing data 
Total 
N 
20 
107 
38 
5 
170 
Percent 
11.8 
62.9 
22.4 
2.9 
100.00 
Table 6 provides an overview of the participants in regards to the institution 
where the participants worked. The classification for the institutions was based upon the 
Carnegie classification for colleges and universities. The largest percentage of the 
participants, 72.6%, worked at a research institution. 
Table 6 
Institution Type 
Nonresearch university 
Research university 
Missing data 
Total 
N 
39 
123 
8 
170 
Percent 
22.9 
72.6 
4.7 
100.00 
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Infonnation was obtained regarding the primary functional area in which each 
participant worked. The data were collapsed into four areas of student affairs work. 
These areas included student services, student life, administration services, and other. 
Student services represented 7.7% of the participants, student life accounted for 45.9%, 
administration services were 28.3% of the participants, and 13.6% of the sample 
population reported that they worked in other areas. Table 7 presents detailed 
infonnation regarding the primary functional area in which the participants worked. The 
three student affairs functional areas with the highest number of participants were 
student affairs administration (n = 32), recreation sports (n = 25), and student activities 
(n = 24). 
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Table 7 
Primary Functional Work Area 
N Percent 
Student Services 13 7.7 
Health Services 5 2.9 
Counseling 1 0.6 
Disabled Student Services 3 1.8 
Career Planning 3 1.8 
Commuter Programs 1 0.6 
Student Life 78 45.9 
Residence Life 21 12.4 
Greek Life 8 4.7 
Student Activities 24 14.1 
Recreation Sports 25 14.7 
Administration Services 48 28.3 
Student Affairs Administration 32 18.8 
Judicial Services 4 2.4 
Women's Center 3 1.8 
Multicultural Affairs 2 1.2 
Leadership Development 7 4.1 
Other 23 13.6 
Academic 1 0.6 
Orientation 8 4.7 
Community Service 2 1.2 
Other 12 7.1 
Missing data 8 4.7 
Total 170 100.00 
Responses to the final descriptive question concerning student affairs philosophy 
allowed the participants to select the student affairs philosophy (Table 8) of the 
institution at which they worked. The responses showed that 40.6% of the participants 
said that their institution currently worked under the student services model, 40.0% 
responded that their institution worked under the student learning model, and 3.5% said 
their institution worked under the student development model. The current student 
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affairs philosophy with the highest number of responses was the student services model 
(n = 69) with the student learning model only one response behind (n = 68). When asked 
what ideal philosophy (Table 8) they felt the institution should work under, 7.6% said 
the student services model, 52.9% selected the student learning model, and 35.9% chose 
the student development model. The majority of the participants chose that ideally 
student affairs administrators should operate under the student learning model (n = 90) 
and not the student development model (n = 61). As described in the review of the 
literature in Chapter 2, most professional literature describes the student development 
model as the preferred model for student affairs administrators. 
Table 8 
Current and Ideal Student Affairs Philosophy 
CurrentN Current IdealN Ideal 
Percent Percent 
Student services model 69 40.6 13 7.6 
Student learning model 68 40.0 90 52.9 
Student development model 27 15.9 61 35.9 
Missing data 6 3.5 6 3.5 
Total 170 100.00 170 100.00 
Reliability of the Data 
The Student Learning Goals Inventory was developed by Papish (1999) and was 
created to assess how faculty, parents, students, and student affairs administrators 
perceive the importance of specific learning goals at their institutions. In Chapter 3, I 
discussed in detail the SLGI instrument. Cronbach alpha procedures were used by Papish 
as measures of internal consistency reliability for scores on the scales and resulted in 
alpha = 0.92 for factor I (academic) and alpha = 0.91 for factor II (student development). 
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Goldstein (2003) modified the instrument by adding two questions that assess the 
differences in perceptions of faculty and student affairs professionals on the current and 
ideal philosophy of student affairs for their institutions. Goldstein reported a Cronbach 
alpha internal consistency reliability measure that was calculated for the whole 
instrument with an alpha coefficient of 0.95 for current items and 0.96 for ideal items 
(Goldstein, 2003). 
Prior to conducting analysis on the data collected in my research, an inter-item 
correlation matrix and Cronbach's alpha were used to examine the internal consistency 
reliability of data for scores on each of the four subscales. The results revealed an alpha 
coefficient of 0.94 for current academic goals and 0.93 for ideal academic goals. An 
alpha coefficient of 0.94 for current student development learning goals and 0.94 for 
ideal student development learning goals was found. Table 9 shows the mean, standard 
deviation, minimum value, and maximum value for each of the current and ideal 
academic learning goals. Table 10 presents the mean, standard deviation, minimum 
value, and maximum value for each of the current and ideal student development 
learning goals. 
Perceptions of current and ideal academic learning goals were examined. For 
current academic learning goals, the mean response was 2.32 and for the ideal academic 
learning goals total, the mean response was 3.17 (Table 9). The statistical significance of 
this difference is discussed later in the chapter. It is important to note that that not only 
was the overall mean higher but the mean for each ideal goal was higher than the current 
mean of the corresponding goal. This illustrates that the results are consistent in showing 
that student affairs administrators' perceived that their institutions emphasize learning 
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Table 9 
Item Means and Standard Deviations for the SLGI -Academic Learning Goals 
Academic Learning Goals Current Current Ideal Ideal 
Mean Standard Mean Standard 
Deviation Deviation 
Make appropriate and realistic choices of 2.50 0.78 3.18 0.71 
their academic majors 
An awareness of personal responsibility for 2.57 0.91 3.65 0.54 
their actions 
Develop effective communication skills 2.53 0.81 3.48 0.63 
Acquire skills, knowledge, and commitment 2.39 0.82 3.19 0.73 
for active citizenship 
Develop critical thinking skills 2.52 0.89 3.52 0.57 
Develop a desire for life-long learning 2.16 0.94 3.09 0.86 
Develop effective public speaking skills l.95 0.81 2.74 0.76 
Develop skills and strategies for academic 2.46 0.84 3.27 0.66 
success 
Develop skills needed for appropriate 2.12 0.91 3.19 0.67 
professional behavior 
Develop sound quantitative or mathematical 2.02 0.74 2.61 0.74 
skills 
Acquire substantive knowledge for a chosen 2.54 0.81 3.08 0.73 
field or discipline 
Develop appropriate career goals 2.33 0.80 3.03 0.76 
Develop skills needed to realize life goals 2.26 0.82 3.11 0.68 
Develop effective interpersonal skills 2.25 0.76 3.08 0.69 
Develop skills for inquiry or research 2.09 0.93 2.65 0.87 
Develop skills for problem solving 2.33 0.84 3.24 0.67 
Effective writing skills 2.27 0.91 3.26 0.67 
An awareness of civic duty and a desire for 2.35 0.96 3.11 0.81 
involvement in community service 
Current Academic Leaning Goals Total 2.32 0.56 3.17 0.55 
Note. The values for the responses for the SLGI instrument: 0 = no importance, 1 = minimal importance, 
2 = medium importance, 3 = high importance, 4 = extremely high importance. 
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Table 10 
Item Means and Standard Deviationsfor the SLGI - Student Development Learning 
Goals 
Student Development Learning Goals Current Current Ideal Ideal 
Mean Standard Mean Standard 
Deviation Deviation 
Establish and sustain positive peer relationships 2.58 0.73 3.24 0.58 
Knowledge about cultures other than own 2.41 0.91 3.32 0.68 
Manage stress sufficiently to meet academic 2.21 0.75 3.05 0.67 
requirements 
Appreciation for multiculturalism and respect of 2.43 0.89 3.36 0.75 
individual differences 
Develop effective social skills 2.41 0.75 3.05 0.65 
Develop sense of personal identity 2.29 0.78 3.12 0.64 
Appreciation for improved personal health and 2.23 0.83 3.09 0.67 
wellness 
Develop skills needed to establish and sustain 2.14 0.78 2.88 0.70 
interdependence with others 
Develop personal budgeting skills 1.57 0.87 2.83 0.79 
Learn to explore and manage emotions 2.01 0.89 3.03 0.78 
appropriately 
Develop skills needed to establish and sustain 1.69 0.85 2.48 0.86 
intimate relationships 
Establish a sense of personal independence 2.22 0.83 2.97 0.68 
Develop a heightened awareness of 1.45 0.82 2.15 1.04 
religious/spiritual beliefs 
Acquire skills or interest in recreational activities 2.18 0.86 2.66 0.82 
and wellness 
Develop a heightened awareness of issues of alcohol 2.21 0.90 2.89 0.81 
and other drugs 
Develop leadership skills 2.51 0.88 3.29 0.72 
Develop a heightened awareness of issues of 1.85 0.89 2.95 0.93 
morality 
Develop a heightened self-awareness of their 2.13 0.80 3.00 0.78 
personal values 
Experience a smooth transition from high school to 2.51 0.98 3.08 0.77 
the college environment 
Develop an appreciation for the arts 1.64 0.80 2.49 0.83 
Develop a heightened awareness of issues of 1.71 0.83 2.51 0.81 
sexuality 
Develop skills needed for self-sufficient living 1.96 0.85 3.05 0.80 
Current Student Development Learning Goals 2.10 0.55 2.94 .49 
Total 
Note. The values for the responses for the SLGI instrument: 0 = no importance, 1 = minimal importance, 2 
= medium importance, 3 = high importance, 4 = extremely high importance. 
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goals less than they ideally should emphasize them. At the same time, student affairs 
administrators perceived that their institutions are emphasizing the appropriate academic 
learning goals. The three current academic learning goals with the highest means were 
(a) an awareness of personal responsibility for their actions (M = 2.57), (b) develop 
effective communication skills (M= 2.53), and (c) develop critical thinking skills (M= 
2.52). The ideal academic learning goals with the highest mean responses were (a) an 
awareness of personal responsibility for their actions (M = 3.65), (b) develop critical 
thinking skills (M= 3.52), and (c) develop effective communication skills (M= 3.28). 
The results illustrated that the three top goals were the same for the current and ideal 
academic learning goals. The current academic learning goals with the lowest mean 
were (a) develop effective public speaking skills (M= 1.95), (b) develop sound 
quantitative or mathematical skills (M= 2.02), and (c) develop skills for inquiry or 
research (M = 2.09). The ideal academic learning goals with the lowest means were the 
same current academic goals with the lowest means but the goals appeared in a different 
order. The lowest mean goals were (a) develop sound quantitative or mathematical skills 
(M= 2.61), (b) develop skills for inquiry or research (M = 2.65), and (c) develop 
effective public speaking skills (M= 2.74). 
Perceptions of current and ideal student development goals were examined. The 
mean of the responses for current student development learning goals was 2.10 and the 
mean for ideal student development learning goals was 2.94. Again, the ideal goals were 
rated more highly as expected and this was the case with every mean and with every 
mean score for the ideal learning goals. However, student affairs administrators' 
perceptions indicated that the student learning goals currently emphasized by their 
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institutions are not necessarily the goals that should be emphasized. The three current 
student development learning goals with the highest means were (a) establish and 
sustain positive peer relationships (M = 2.58), (b) a tie between develop leadership skills 
(M = 2.51) and experience a smooth transition from high school to the college 
environment (M = 2.51). The three ideal student development learning goals with the 
highest means were (a) appreciation for multiculturalism and respect of individual 
differences (M= 3.36), (b) knowledge about cultures other than own (M= 3.32), and (c) 
develop leadership skills (M = 3.29). The current student development learning goals 
with the highest mean were not the same as the ideal student development learning goals 
except for the goal develop leadership skills. For current student development learning 
goals, develop leadership skills was ranked second and for ideal student development 
learning goals, develop leadership skills was ranked third. 
The lowest mean scores for items in the current student development sub scale 
were (a) develop a heighted awareness of religious/spiritual beliefs (M = 1.45), (b) 
develop an appreciation for the arts (M= 1.64), and (c) develop skills needed to establish 
and sustain intimate relationships (M = 1.69). The ideal student development learning 
goals revealed the same three goals with the lowest means with only a difference shown 
in the rank for the goals that were rated with the lowest importance. Ideal student 
development learning goals with the lowest ratings were (a) develop a heighted 
awareness of religious/spiritual beliefs (M = 2.15), (b) develop skills needed to establish 
and sustain intimate relationships (M = 2.48), and (c) develop an appreciation of the arts 
(M = 2.49). It is important to note that the highest and lowest goals were the same for 
current and ideal academic learning goals and for the current student development 
learning goals. 
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Another important finding was that the mean scores for the ideal academic and 
student development goals were higher than the mean scores for the current academic 
and student development learning goals. This illustrates that the results are consistent in 
showing that student affairs administrators perceptions of ideal learning goals are not 
congruent with what is currently occurring on campus in regards to learning goals. It 
was not expected that for every learning goal, student affairs administrators would rate 
their perceptions to what is currently occurring on campus lower to what ideally they 
think should happen. The results show areas in which student affairs divisions can 
improve services and work since the results indicated that the perceptions of student 
affairs administrators indicated that institutions are focusing on the correct academic 
learning goals but not to the degree they should and that institutions may not be focusing 
on the most ideal student development learning goals. These results can assist student 
affairs administrators and open discussion about changes that need to occur to better 
serve the students. 
Statistical Analysis of the Data 
This section describes the results from the t test, chi-square, and multiple 
regression analysis to answer the research questions that examined the perceptions of 
student affairs administrators at public colleges and universities in Florida. T tests were 
used to compare the mean for the ideal student development learning goals and the 
current student development learning goals and to compare the ideal academic learning 
goals with the current academic learning mean. The chi-square analysis was used to 
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examine the relationship between current student affairs philosophy and years of 
experience in student affair administration and institution type. Multiple regression 
analysis examined the relationship between demographic variables and the perceptions 
of student affairs administrators about current and ideal academic and student 
development learning goals. The results of the t test analysis are reported first, then the 
chi-square analysis, and last the multiple regression analysis. 
T test Results for Comparison of Learning Goals 
To examine whether the student affairs administrators rated the current academic 
goals for their institutions differently than the current student development goals, 
correlated t tests for paired samples were used for analysis. The t test analysis was used 
to answer research questions 5 and 6. The t tests examined the difference between the 
mean scores for the current and ideal academic goals, the difference between the current 
and ideal student development goals, the difference between current academic and 
current student development goals, and the difference between the ideal academic and 
ideal student development learning goals. The effect size was calculated to estimate the 
magnitude of the difference between the academic and student development learning 
goals. Effect size identifies the strength of the conclusion about the relationship 
(Creswell, 2005). A t test effect size value of 0.2 is considered small, 0.5 is medium, and 
0.8 is large (Cohen, 1988). The Cohen d effect size was calculated by taking the 
difference of the mean score divided by the weighted standard deviation (Creswell). 
The results of the t test found that the mean perception of current academic goals 
statements was different at 2.31 (sd = .56) than the mean perception of the current 
student development goals statements at 2.11 (sd= .54). The difference between the two 
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groups was statistically significant at .0Slevel (t = 7.18, df= 148,p < .01). Because the 
results were statistically significant, the null hypothesis was rejected for question S 
stating that there would be no difference in how student affairs professionals rated 
current academic goals and student development goals. The effect size was .36 and 
illustrated a moderate strength of the difference between the two variables. The mean 
perception of the ideal academic goals was higher at 3.17 (sd =.S6) than the mean 
perceptions of the ideal student development goals at 2.94 (sd=.49). The difference 
between the two groups was statistically significant at .OS level (t = 6.91, df= 134, p 
<.01). The null hypothesis was rejected stating that there will be no difference in how 
student affairs professionals rated ideal academic goals and student development goals 
for question 6. The effect size was .43 and illustrated a moderate difference between the 
two variables. The academic learning goals were rated higher than the student 
development learning goals in both the current and the ideal correlations. See Table 11 
for the complete results. 
Table 11 
Test of Difference Between Academic and Student Development Current and Ideal Goals 
Paired Sample 
Current Academic Goals 
Current Student Development 
Ideal Academic Goals 
Ideal Student Development 
Note .• df=l, 148, "df=l, 134. 
Mean 
2.31 
2.11 
3.17 
2.94 
Standard 
Deviation 
.34 
.38 
t 
7.18" 
6.91** 
p 
<.01 
<.01 
Effect 
Size 
0.36 
0.43 
The results of the t test found that the mean perception of ideal academic goals 
was higher at 3.17 (sd = .55) than the mean perception of the current academic goals at 
2.29 (sd = 2.29). The difference between the two groups was statistically significant at 
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the .05 level (t = 15.75, df= 140,p < .01). The null hypothesis was rejected stating there 
will be no difference in how student affairs professionals rated ideal and current 
academic learning goals for question 7. The effect size was 1.6 and illustrated a large 
difference between the two variables. The mean perception of ideal student development 
learning goals was different at 2.94 (sd = .49) than the mean perception of the ideal 
student development learning goals at 2.08 (sd = .52). The difference between the two 
groups was statistically significant at the .05 level (t = 17.76, df= 137,p < .01). Because 
the results were statistically significant, the null hypotheses was rejected for question 8, 
stating that there would be no difference in how student affairs professionals rated 
current student development learning goals and ideal student development learning 
goals. The effect size was 1.6 and illustrated a large difference between the two 
variables. The ideal academic and ideal student development learning goals were rated 
higher than the current student development and current academic goals. See Table 12 
for complete results. 
Table 12 
Test of Difference Between Current and Ideal Academic and Student Development 
Goals 
Paired Sample Mean Standard t P Effect 
Deviation Size 
Ideal Academic Goals 3.17 .66 15.75" <.01 1.6 
Current Academic Goals 2.29 
Ideal Student Development 2.94 .56 17.7** <.01 1.6 
Current Student Develo.Qment 2.08 
Note .• df=l, 140, "df=l, 137. 
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Chi-square Results and Demographic Variables 
Research questions 9 and 10 examined whether respondents' ideal and current 
student affairs philosophy were independent of respondents' years of experience, 
educational background, and institution type. Chi-square analysis was used to examine 
the relationships. 
Educational Background 
The test of independence for the ideal student affairs philosophy and educational 
background was statistically significant at the .05 level (X2 = 13.26, df= 4,p = .01), as 
reported in Table 13. The variables of ideal student affairs philosophy and educational 
background were not independent. For the contingency table from the chi-square 
analysis see Table 14. The contribution of each of the cells to the total chi-square value 
was calculated to see which cells made the largest contributions to the total chi-square 
value. It is important to note that one cell, student services model and administrators that 
have obtained a specialist or doctorate only, included only 2 responses. Chi-square 
analysis typically requires an expected count of at least 5 responses in each cell. The cell 
contributing the most to the total chi-square value was the student services model and 
bachelor's degree (X2 = 7.31), indicating that a larger number of respondents with only a 
bachelor's degree preferred the student services model than would be expected given the 
overall results. The majority of the participants with a master's degree favored the 
student learning model (52%) and least favored the student services model (6%). 
Because the result was statistically significant, the null hypothesis that the ideal student 
affairs philosophy and educational background are independent variables was rejected. 
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In contrast, the test of independence for the current student affairs philosophy 
and educational background was not statistically significant at the .05 level (X2 = 2.86, 
df = 4, p = .60). See Table 13. The variables of current student affairs philosophy and 
educational background are independent of each other. These results supported the null 
hypothesis that there was no relationship between the current student philosophy and 
educational background. 
Table 13 
Chi-square Tests of Independence for Educational Background and Student Affairs 
Philosophy 
Current Student Affairs Philosophy and 
Educational Background 
Ideal Student Affairs Philosophy and 
Educational Background 
Note. n = 164 
Table 14 
2.86 
13.26 
Dr p 
4 0.60 
4 0.01 
Contingency Tables for Educational Background and Student Affairs Philosophy 
Bachelor's Master's Specialist! Total 
Degree Degree Doctoral 
Degree 
Current student affairs philosophy 
Student services model 11 (55%) 42 (39%) 16 (43%) 69 (42%) 
Student development model 4 (20%) 18 (17%) 5 (27%) 27 (16%) 
Student learning model 5 (25%) 47 (44%) 16 (43%) 68 (41 %) 
Total 20 107 37 164 
Ideal student affairs philosophy 
Student services model 5 (25%) 6 (6%) 2 (5%) 13 (8%) 
Student development model 7 (35%) 45 (42%) 9 (24%) 61 (37%) 
Student learning model 8 (40%) 56 (52%) 26 (70%) 90 (55%) 
Total 20 107 37 164 
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Years of Experience 
The test of independence for the ideal student affairs philosophy and the variable 
years in higher education was not statistically significant at the .05 level (X2 = 6.73, df= 
6,p = .33) (Table 15). The variables of participants' ideal student affairs philosophy and 
their years in higher education are independent of each other, and, therefore, the null 
hypothesis that there was no relationship between the ideal student affairs philosophy 
and years in higher education was accepted. 
The test of independence for current student affairs philosophy and years in 
higher education was statistically significant at the .05 level (X2 = 14.10, df= 6,p = .03). 
The participants' current student affairs philosophy and their years in higher education 
were related. For the contingency table of the chi-square analysis see Table 16. The cell 
contributing the most to the total chi-square value was the student development model 
and years of experience between 6 and 10 years (X2 = 3.89), indicating a larger number 
of respondents with between 6 and 10 years experience preferred the student 
development model than would be expected given the overall results. Student affairs 
administrators with zero to five years experience favored the student services model 
(56%) compared to student affairs administrators with 20 plus years that favored the 
student learning model (54%). Because the results were statistically significant, the null 
hypothesis that the current student affairs philosophy and years of experience are 
independent was rejected. 
Table 15 
Chi-square Tests of Independence for Years in Higher Education and Student Affairs 
Philosophy 
Current Student Affairs Philosophy and 
Years in Higher Education 
Ideal Student Affairs Philosophy and 
Years in Higher Education 
Note. n= 164 
Table 16 
14.10 
6.73 
Dr p 
6 .03 
6 .33 
Contingency Tables for Years in Higher Education and Student Affairs Philosophy 
Zero to Six to 11-19 20 plus Total 
five 10 years years 
years ~ears 
Current student affairs philosophy 
Student services model 27 (56%) 18 (39%) 14 (40%) 10 (29%) 69 (42%) 
Student development model 5 (10%) 13 (28%) 3 (9%) 6 (17%) 27 (16%) 
Student learning model 16 (34%) 15 (22%) 18 (51 %) 19 (54%) 68 (41%) 
Total 48 46 35 35 164 
Ideal student affairs philosophy 
Student services model 3 (6%) 4 (9%) 5 (14%) 1(3%) 13 (8%) 
Student development model 16 (34%) 22 (48%) II (31%) 12 (34%) 61 (37%) 
Student learning model 29 (60%) 20 (43%) 19 (54%) 22 (63%) 90 (55%) 
Total 48 46 35 35 164 
Institution Type 
Chi-square analysis examined the independence of ideal student affairs 
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philosophy and institution type. The results were statistically significant at the .05 level 
(X2 = .19, df= 2,p = .04)(Table 17). For the contingency table see Table 18. The 
percentage of contributions of each of the cells to the total chi-square value was 
calculated to determine which cells had the largest contributions to the total chi-square. 
The cell contributing the most to the total chi-square value was the student learning 
model and research institution (61 %), indicating that a larger number of respondents 
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from research institutions preferred the student learning model. Participants' ideal 
student affairs philosophy and their institution type are independent of each other and, 
therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. 
The chi-square test of independence for current student affairs philosophy and 
type of institution was statistically significant at the .05 level (X2 = 7.60, df= 2,p = .02). 
The participants' perceptions of current institutional student affairs philosophy and their 
institution type were related. The cell contributing the most to the total chi-square value 
was the student services model and nonresearch institution (61 %), indicating that a 
larger number of respondents from nonresearch institutions preferred the student 
services model than would be expected given the overall results. Because the result was 
statistically significant, the null hypothesis that the participants' perceptions of current 
institutional student affairs philosophy and institution type are independent variables 
was rej ected. 
Table 17 
Chi-square Test of Independence for Institution and Student Affairs Philosophy 
X2 Dr p 
Current Student Affairs Philosophy and 
Institution Type 7.60 2 .02 
Ideal Student Affairs Philosophy and 
Institution Type .193 2 .04 
Note. n = 161 
Table 18 
Contingency Tables for Institution and Student Affairs Philosophy 
Current Student Affairs Philosophy 
Student services model 
Student development model 
Student learning model 
Total 
Ideal Student Affairs Philosophy 
Student services model 
Student development model 
Student learning model 
Total 
Multiple Regression 
Nonresearch 
University 
24 (61%) 
5 (13%) 
10 (26%) 
39 
6 (15%) 
17 (44%) 
16(41%) 
39 
Research 
University 
45 (37%) 
20 (16%) 
57 (47%) 
122 
7 (6%) 
41 (34%) 
74 (61%) 
122 
Total 
69 (43%) 
25 (16%) 
67 (42%) 
161 
13 (8%) 
58 (36%) 
90 (5~%) 
161 
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The variables of years of experience, educational background, institution type, 
and student affairs philosophy were examined to see if they were related to the 
perceptions of the student affairs administrators for current or ideal academic or student 
development learning goals. Standard multiple regression analysis was used to test 
whether the demographic variables predicted the perceptions of the student learning 
goals. Research questions 1 through 4 addressed whether the variables predicted the 
perceptions of the current or ideal academic and student development learning goals. 
Before the multiple regression analyzes were run, dummy variables were created 
for the predictor variable of student affairs philosophy. Dummy variables were created 
because the original variable was categorical and in order for the results to be 
interpretable they needed to be recoded in two separate, dichotomous variables 
(Stockburger, 2006). The two variables were student learning and student development. 
The multiple regression analysis had several different statistics to examine to assist in 
80 
answering the research questions. A correlation matrix was run to examine the 
correlations between the variables (Table 19). The t and p values were examined to give 
a rough indication of the impact of the predictor variable. A big t value and a small p 
value implicated that a predictor variable was having an impact on the criterion variable 
(current academic goals). The beta weight scores were examined to show what variables 
helped predict the perceptions of the student affairs administrators on the current and 
ideal academic goals. The predictor variable with the largest beta weight score indicated 
the variable affected the perceptions of the student affairs administrators on student 
learning goals. The beta weight scores were only examined if the results from the 
multiple regression were statistically significant. 
In conjunction with the beta weight scores, the structure coefficients numbers (r2) 
were examined to see what predictor variable had the highest correlation to the criterion 
variable using Cohen's correlation scale to describe the size of the correlation. The 
correlation scaled used was .0lD - 0.30 being a small correlation, 0.30 - 0.49 showed a 
medium or modest correlation, and 0.50 - 1.00 a large or strong correlation (Cohen, 
1988). Any number under .10 was considered insubstantial. Structure coefficients were 
only reported and examined after the results of the beta weights were determined to be 
noteworthy (Courville & Thompson, 2001). It is imperative to analyze both the beta 
weights and the structure coefficients to best assess the predictive impact of the predictor 
variables (Tong, 2006). 
Multiple regression results. Multiple regression analysis was conducted for research 
question 1 to examine the relationship between the predictor variables and the 
participants' perceptions of current academic learning goals at their institution. The 
Table 19 
Correlation Matrixfor Regression Analysis Variables 
Variables Years in Educational Institution Current Ideal Ideal Current Current Ideal 
Higher Background Type Student Student Academic Academic Student Student 
Education Affairs Affairs Goals Goals Development Development 
Philosophy Philosophy Goals Goals 
Years in Higher Pearson 1.000 
Education Correlation 
Educational Pearson .433" 1.000 
Background Correlation 
Institution Type Pearson -.117 .081 1.000 
Correlation 
Current Student Pearson .134 .005 .252" 1.000 
Affairs Correlation 
Philosophy 
Ideal Student Pearson -.015 .000 .081 .256" 1.000 
Affairs Correlation 
Philosophy 
Ideal Academic Pearson -.056 .049 -.079 -.026 .028 1.000 
Goals Correlation 
Current Academic Pearson .180' .218" .056 .093 .001 .271" 1.000 
Goals Correlation 
Current Student Pearson .068 .053 .020 .159' .050 .189' .809" 1.000 
Development Correlation 
Goals 
Ideal Student Pearson -.008 .046 -.088 -.046 .056 .741" .300" .387" 1.000 
Development Correlation 
Goals 
Note. "Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 'Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). The N for the correlation coefficients varied from 
135 to 165 because of missing data. 
results were statistically significant at the .10 level (p = .10). The effect size was small 
(R2 = .06). Educational background was the only variable with a statistically significant 
(t = 1.8, p = .07) and the null hypothesis was rejected stating that the variable of 
educational background would not predict the perceptions of student affairs 
professionals about the current importance of academic goals. See Table 20 for the 
results of all of the multiple regression analyses. The beta weights for current academic 
goals revealed that educational background (B = .16) had the highest score and 
was the strongest predictor of perceptions of student affairs administrators of current 
academic goals. The structure coefficient for educational background (r = .85) confirmed 
the beta weight findings by illustrating the strongest correlation of the variables for the 
research question (Table 21). The high correlation illustrated that educational 
background was related to the perceptions of student affairs administrators about current 
academic goals. All other predictor variables did not make a statistically significant 
contribution and the null hypotheses for testing contributions of these variables were not 
rejected. 
Table 20 
Multiple Regression Results * 
Learning goals (Dependent Variables) 
Current Academic Learning Goals 
Ideal Academic Learning Goals 
Current Student Development Learning Goals 
Ideal Student Development Learning Goals 
n 
154 
141 
151 
138 
.06 
.03 
.03 
.04 
p 
.10 
.57 
.49 
.34 
F 
1.91 
.77 
.88 
1.14 
*Note. Predictor variables for each dependent variable were number of years working in higher education, 
educational background, institutional type, and student affairs philosophy 
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Table 21 
Predictor Variables for Current Academic Learning Goals 
Predictor Variables Beta T P Structure 
Coe[licients 
Years in Higher Education .10 1.08 .28 .69 
Educational Background .16 1.80 .07 .85 
Institution Type .03 .37 .72 .20 
Current Student Learning .02 .25 .80 .12 
Current Student Development .09 1.03 .30 .33 
Note.p<.10 
Conclusion 
This study explored the perceptions of the student affairs administrators about 
the current and ideal academic and student development learning goals of their 
institutions. The results from the multiple regression showed that the variables of years 
of experience in student affairs administration, institution type, and student affairs 
philosophy overall were not related to the perceptions of student affairs administrators in 
regards to academic and student learning goals. Educational background was the only 
predictor that was significant and affected the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators in regards to current academic learning goals. From the t test results, the 
study found that student affairs administrators rated academic goals with a higher 
importance than student development learning goals. The results indicated that student 
affairs administrators' institutions ideally should work under the student learning model 
not the student development model. Chi-square analysis showed that there was a 
relationship between the ideal student affairs philosophy and educational background, 
current student affairs philosophy and years of experience in higher education, and 
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current student affairs philosophy and institution type. Table 22 provides a summary of 
the research questions, types of analysis, and null hypotheses. The results of the study 
may assist student affairs administrators in defining their role in creating a learning 
environment for students using student learning goals. Chapter 5 will discuss the 
implications of the research. 
Table 22 
Summary Table of Research Questions 
Research Question Decision of Null 
~~~~~~-~~~~---~-~~~~~~~--C--C-:-~-- Hypothesis 
Multiple 
Analysis 
Research question 1 
Do the variables of years of experience in student 
affairs administration, educational background, 
institution type, and student affairs philosophy predict 
the perceptions of student affairs professionals about 
the current importance ofthe academic goals? 
Research question 2 
Do the variables of years of experience in student 
affairs administration, educational background, 
institution type, and student affairs philosophy predict 
the perceptions of student affairs professionals about 
the current importance of student development goals? 
Research question 3 
Research question 3: Do the variables of years of 
experience in student affairs administration, 
educational background, institution type, and student 
affairs philosophy predict the perceptions of student 
affairs professionals about the ideal importance of the 
academic goals? 
Research question 4 
Do the variables of years of experience in student 
affairs administration, educational background, 
institution type, and student affairs philosophy predict 
the perceptions of student affairs professionals about 
the ideal importance of student development goals? 
Research question 5 
Do student affairs professionals rate current academic 
goals differently than current student development 
goals for their institutions? 
Research question 6 
Do student affairs professionals rate ideal academic 
goals differently than ideal student development goals 
for their institutions? 
Regression 
Multiple 
Regression 
Multiple 
Regression 
Multiple 
Regression 
t Test 
tTest 
Educational background 
was a significant 
predictor of current 
academic learning goals 
No statistically 
significant fmdings 
No statistically 
significant fmdings 
No statistically 
significant fmdings 
Academic goals rated 
higher than student 
development goals 
Academic goals rated 
higher than student 
development goals 
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Research question 7 
Do student affairs professionals rate current academic 
goal statements differently than ideal academic goal 
statements for their institutions? 
Research question 8 
Do student affairs professionals rate current student 
development goal statements differently than ideal 
student development goal statements for their 
institutions? 
Research question 9 
Is there a relationship between the ideal student affairs 
philosophy and years of experience in higher 
education, educational background, or institution 
type? 
Ha: There will be no relationship between the ideal 
student affairs philosophy and years of experience in 
higher education. 
Hb: There will be no relationship between the ideal 
student affairs philosophy and educational 
background. 
He: There will be no relationship between the ideal 
student affairs philosophy and institution type. 
Research question 10 
Is there a relationship between the current student 
affairs philosophy and years of experience in higher 
education, educational background, or institution 
type? 
Ha: There will be no relationship between the current 
student affairs philosophy and years of experience in 
higher education. 
Hb: There will be no relationship between the current 
student affairs philosophy and educational 
background. 
He: There will be no relationship between the current 
student affairs philosophy and institutional type. 
t Test 
t Test 
Chi-square 
Chi-square 
Ideal academic goals 
rated higher than current 
academic goals 
Ideal student 
development goal rated 
higher than current 
student development 
goals 
No statistically 
significant fmdings 
Educational background 
and student affairs 
philosophy are related 
(ie" not independent) 
Institution type and ideal 
student affairs 
philosophy are related 
(ie" not independent) 
Years of experience in 
higher education and 
student affairs 
philosophy are related 
(ie" not independent) 
No statistically 
significant fmdings 
Institution type and 
current student affairs 
philosophy are related 
(ie" not independent) 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusion 
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This chapter includes a summary of this study and the findings, including a 
discussion of the statistically significant results regarding the perceptions of student 
affairs administrators about current and ideal academic or student development learning 
goals. The study took into account the variables of years of experience in student affairs, 
educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy. Delimitations 
and limitations of the study are presented, as are recommendations for future research 
and recommendations for practice. 
Summary and Discussion of the Findings 
This study examined the perceptions of student affairs administrators and how 
they rated the importance of current and ideal academic and student learning goals. The 
purpose was to examine whether the variables of years of experience in student affairs 
administration, educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy 
would predict the perceptions of student affairs administrators about student learning 
goals. The respondents were 170 full-time student affairs administrators at the 
coordinator level or above at 10 of the 11 public universities in the Florida state 
university system. The data were gathered through the Web-based survey tool Web 
Surveyor by using the Student Learning Goals Inventory instrument. This instrument 
was created by Papish (1999) to assess how university administrators, students, or 
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parents rate academic and student development learning goals at their institutions. The 
instrument included 40 student learning goals: 18 were academic goal statements and 22 
were student development learning goals. The respondents answered the questions using 
a five-point Likert scale to rate the current importance of each goal at their institutions 
and the ideal importance of the goals at their institutions: (0) no importance, (1) minimal 
importance, (2) medium importance, (3) high importance, (4) extremely high 
importance. Goldstein (2003) added two items to the instrument to assess the 
perceptions of the participants about current and ideal student affairs philosophies at 
their institutions. The student affairs philosophy definitions were established by Ender, 
et al. (1993). 
For all the questions on the SLGI, the participants were asked to rate each 
learning goal in two categories. The first category was "current," asking respondents' 
perceptions of the goal's current emphasis at their institution, and "ideal," asking 
respondents to rate how important each goal should be. The purpose of asking the 
questions in that way was to see if there were any discrepancies between student affairs 
administrators' perceptions of ideal importance and their perceptions of current 
institutional focus on student learning goals. Papish (1999) created the instrument to be 
able to detect consistency or lack thereof. The instrument can reveal both the values and 
priorities of a specific group and their level of satisfaction regarding the importance of 
learning goals within an institution (Papish). 
There has been limited research on the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators about current and ideal academic and student development undergraduate 
learning goals. Where it exists, the research has not examined whether years of 
89 
experience in student affairs administration, educational background, institution type, or 
student affairs philosophy predict the perceptions of student learning goals. Similar to 
Goldstein's (2003) research, this research provides baseline information and knowledge 
about student affairs administrators and their perceptions of the fundamental aims of 
education at their institutions. 
Instrument Reliability 
The results of the study confirmed that the SLGI provided reliable data for the 
study sample. Each published researcher (Goldstein, 2004; Papish, 1999) that has used 
the instrument has had strong alpha coefficient scores from internal consistency 
reliability measures. That statement held true for this research. The subscales scores had 
an alpha coefficient of 0.94 for current academic goals and 0.93 for ideal academic 
goals. An alpha coefficient of 0.94 for scores on current student development learning 
goals and 0.94 for scores on ideal student development learning goals was found. The 
high coefficient scores illustrate that scores on the 40 academic and learning goal 
statements in the SLGI instrument are internally consistent for the data collected. With 
such a strong reliability score, this instrument could be utilized for future research with 
similar groups. 
Predictor Variables 
The predictor variables of years of experience in student affairs administration, 
educational background, institution type, and student affairs philosophy were examined 
to answer the research questions to see if there was a relationship among the variables 
and the perceptions of the student affairs administrators. Overall, the predictor variables 
did not illustrate a relationship with the perceptions of academic or student development 
learning goals by student affairs professionals. The literature implied that the 
demographic variables would impact student affairs administrators perceptions of 
student learning goals (Goldstein, 2003; Love, et aI., 1993; Pasceralla & Terenzini, 
1991). 
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Educational background was the only predictive variable that showed a 
relationship with the perceptions of student affairs administrators in regard to current 
academic learning goals. The results illustrated that the degree a student affairs 
administrator had earned was related to their perception of current student learning goals 
for their institution. I am unsure why this variable predicted the perceptions of student 
affairs administrators. The results mean that a certain degree level obtained could have 
an effect on how a student affairs administrator perceives student learning goals, a 
relationship that could be studied further. 
Academic and Student Development Learning Goals Compared 
The results of the t-test found that the current academic goal responses were 
slightly higher when compared to the current student development goals. The difference 
between the composite means was only 0.20 but the results were statistically significant. 
The composite mean of the ideal academic goal statements were slightly higher by 0.23 
than the composite mean for the ideal student development goals, making the results 
statistically significant. Both null hypotheses were rejected, showing there is a difference 
in how student affairs professionals rate current and ideal academic and student 
development learning statements. The results were surprising because the academic goal 
statements were rated higher and more important than the student development goals. 
Based on the literature (Astin, 1999; Kuh, 2003), I had thought that the results would 
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indicate that student affairs administrators would rate student development goals higher 
than academic goals. 
Two aspects of the results should be taken into consideration when drawing 
conclusions from the research. First, the result that the current and ideal academic 
statements were rated higher than the current and ideal student development learning 
goals was important. Research has shown that collaboration among faculty and student 
affairs administrators can be difficult (Buryarski, 2004; Philpott & Strange, 2003). A 
primary challenge is the difference in cultures; academic affairs professionals create 
learning experiences in the classroom, while student affairs administrators teach students 
through co-curricular experiential learning (Dale & Drake, 2005; Kellogg, 1999; Love et 
aI., 1993). Academic affairs has concrete learning goals while student affairs 
administrators have had a difficult time defining what they want to teach the students. 
Research has shown that collaboration was not effective because of these differences in 
culture and ideas about student learning (Philpott & Strange, 2003). The results of this 
study illustrated that student affairs administrators perceived the academic learning goals 
to be more important than student development goals. This fmding may assist student 
affairs administrators in initiating a dialogue with faculty on campus and help them 
communicate that student affairs administrators believe academic learning goals are key 
to a student's experience in college. Knowing the results, student affairs administrators 
should be able to communicate with faculty that they see academic learning goals as a 
top priority in a student's experience both inside and outside the classroom. 
One reason that academic learning goals were rated higher than student 
development learning goals could be because of the accreditation standards for student 
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affairs. SACS has mandated that student affairs administrators articulate their work as 
student learning goals (SACS, 2008). Before written student learning goals were 
mandated in student affairs, student affairs administrators were not responsible for 
creating goals and objectives based upon student learning outcomes. As a result of the 
SACS requirements and other accrediting agencies, student affairs administrators have 
had to focus on the work they do with students outside the classroom and articulate what 
they hope to accomplish in the process. Student affairs administrators have had to decide 
what they felt to be most important to teach students. The results of this study illustrated 
that student affairs administrators perceived academic learning goals to have a higher 
priority than student development goals both as institutions are currently operating and 
in how they should function. 
Second, the ideal learning goal statements had higher composite means than 
current learning goals for both academic and student development learning goals. While 
the composite means were higher for ideal goals, the three highest and lowest learning 
goal statements where the same for current and ideal academic learning goals. For 
example, the current academic goal with the highest mean was an awareness of personal 
responsibility for their actions. The same goal had the highest mean for the ideal 
academic goals. The current and ideal student development learning goals rated lowest 
were the same but were not the same for top rated current and ideal student development 
learning goals. The only goal that was the same for the top rated current and ideal 
student development learning goals was develop leadership skills. The complete results 
and list of learning goals is included in Chapter 4. 
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Student affairs administrators did not indicate that the institutions in which they 
worked operated at the level at which the individual student affairs administrators 
thought the institution should function. Overall, the results indicate that student affairs 
administrators perceived the institutions in which they work to be operating under 
correct learning goals, but that those learning goals could be more strongly emphasized. 
This information is imperative to assist in discussions about how to improve services to 
students. If student affairs administrators think that the institutions in which they work 
could improve on what currently is being done, these perceptions may affect the 
individual and how they interact with faculty, staff, peers, and students. Examining the 
individual goals that participants indicated that institutions should focus on could be a 
starting point for improving student affairs services to students. 
Student Affairs Philosophy 
Administrators were able to choose among three student affairs philosophies on 
the SLGI instrument. They included the student learning model, student development 
model, and student services model. A student affairs division that defines its work 
through the student services model has a primary purpose to promote the academic 
mission of the university by providing services that meet students' basic needs (Ender et 
aI., 1996). A student affairs division that defines its work by the student development 
model focuses on the maturation process that human beings go through from birth to 
death (Ender et al.). Student affairs administrators focus on the developmental phases or 
tasks that students experience as they pursue a college education. The third model, 
student learning, emphasizes collaboration to increase the quality of student learning at 
the institution (Ender et al.). 
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The majority of student affairs administrators stated that the institutions where 
they worked currently operated under the student services model or the student learning 
model. Results showed that ideally student affairs administrators perceived that their 
institutions should operate under the student development and student learning model. 
The results illustrated a disconnection between what philosophy student affairs 
administrators currently operate under and ideally how they think that their institutions 
should align their work with student affairs philosophy. Goldstein's (2003) research 
studied faculty and student affairs administrators and what student affairs philosophy 
they should practice. His results were similar to this study; Goldstein (2003) concluded 
that there should be a student affairs philosophy to work under, but that there was not 
one student affairs philosophy upon which everyone could agree. Goldstein's (2003) 
findings were consistent with this study in showing that student affairs administrators do 
not agree upon one philosophy to guide their work. 
The results revealed a relationship between current and ideal student affairs 
philosophy and institution type, current student affairs philosophy and years in higher 
education, and ideal student affairs philosophy and educational background. Current 
student affairs philosophy and years of experience in student affairs administration are 
related. The relationship between current student affairs philosophy and years of 
experience in student affairs administration showed that the majority of the participants 
that had worked in higher education between 6 and 10 years perceived that their 
institutions worked under the student services model or student development model. The 
majority of student affairs administrators with the least amount of experience (zero to 5 
years) and the student affairs administrators with the most years of experience (11 plus 
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years) indicated they felt their institutions worked under the student services and student 
learning model. The participants' experience ranged from one year to 43 years. The 
results show a divide between the number of years of experience student affairs 
professionals have and their perception of the student affairs philosophy their institution 
uses. The reason for the difference could be that as a student affairs professional's 
perceptions of student affairs philosophy evolves and changes during time as an 
administrator. Further research could be done on student learning goals and years of 
experience in student affairs administration. 
The chi-square results showed a relationship between the ideal student affairs 
philosophy and educational background. This was the second significant results with the 
variable educational background. Educational background was the only significant 
predictor variable that affected the perceptions of student affairs administrators about 
current student learning goals. The test of the relationship between ideal student affairs 
philosophy and educational background showed that the majority of the participants who 
had obtained a masters degree thought the institution should work under the student 
learning model or student development model. The results show that a certain degree 
level obtained could be correlated to perceptions about what student affairs philosophy 
an institution ideally should operate under. The reason for this result could be that a 
recently obtained master's degree may have had more focus and attention on learning 
goals. To further understand how educational background could affect student affairs 
administrators and how they focus their work on student learning goals, further research 
should be done. 
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While institution type and the perception of learning goals were not related, 
institution type and current and ideal student affairs philosophy were related. That is 
confinned by the fact that the majority ofthe participants that worked at a research 
university stated that the university they work at operated under the student learning 
model. In regards to the ideal student affairs philosophy, the majority of the participants 
that worked at a research university stated the university should work under the student 
model. This fmding is consistent with what student affairs administrators perceived their 
institution to currently work under. The majority of the participants at a nonresearch 
university said that the institution they work under operated under the student services 
model. For ideal student affairs philosophy, the majority of the participants at a 
nonresearch university said that the institution they worked at should operate under the 
student development model. The reason for the difference could be because of the 
different focus at nonresearch and research universities. The literature usually defines 
institution type in regards to the total number of students enrolled at the institution; in 
contrast, in my study institution type was defined as a research or nonresearch 
institution. In the literature where the definition of institution type is based on total 
enrollment, research has found that administrators from smaller institutions are less 
research focused and subscribe more to student learning or student development (Boyer, 
1987; Goldstein, 2004; Kuh et aI., 1987). In this study, the nonresearch universities had 
smaller total enrollment than the research universities. The results of this study were not 
similar to the results found at smaller institutions. In the state of Florida, the highest 
number of respondents from nonresearch universities stated that their institution 
subscribed to the student services model with 5 respondents picking the student 
development model for current student affairs philosophy. 
Delimitations and Limitations 
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This was a descriptive study examining how student affairs administrators 
perceive undergraduate learning goals. A delimitation of the study is that while the 
results will be helpful to public, four-year institutions specifically in the state of Florida, 
the results may not apply to larger or smaller public universities, private universities, or 
institutions that are primary residential. Inclusion of a randomized sample of student 
affairs administrators throughout the nation would have made the results more 
applicable to the entire population. 
A limitation of the study is that there are 11 public universities in the state of 
Florida and only 10 universities participated. Another limitation is that I relied heavily 
on student affairs administrators at other schools to help me. This proved difficult at 
times and each administrator communicated with me differently. This caused a 
limitation in the study because the universities did not all communicate the same. For 
example, I encouraged student affairs administrators to send a prior notification email to 
the staff that would be receiving the instrument 3 days before they received the request 
to participate in the study. Only four of the institutions sent out the prior notification 
email, which may have reduced participation. 
The survey data were collected online asking the student affairs administrators 
what were their perceptions of student learning goals. This was a delimitation of the 
study. This caused a possible limitation because the answers were self reported and I had 
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no control over the results that were reported. I had to trust that the participants took the 
time to read the survey carefully and, to the best of their ability, reported their 
perceptions of student learning goals. 
Recommendations for Research and Practice 
One of the most important fmdings in this research was that student affairs 
administrators rated current and ideal academic learning goals higher than student 
development learning goals. This was true for all the goal statements in the SLGI The 
results showed that student affairs administrators perceived an institution should focus 
their work based upon learning goals and more specifically academic learning goals. The 
demographic variables overall were not related to the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators, except for educational background, which illustrates a need to do future 
research on this variable and that the variable may affect how student affairs 
professionals guide their work. The following section will discuss recommendations for 
future research on the topic of learning goals and how the results might be applied in 
student affairs administration. 
Recommendations for Research 
This research provided information for student affairs administrators in regard to 
administrators' perceptions of student learning goals in the state of Florida. As a 
descriptive study, the results showed how student affairs administrators perceived 
student learning goals. My research was a beginning step to understanding perceptions 
of student learning goals and further research can be done to expand the knowledge and 
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deepen the understanding of learning goals. Future research can be done to validate the 
findings and expand on specific results found in my research. 
Additional research could be done in regard to student affairs philosophy. 
Participants were asked to select one of the three possible models of student affairs 
philosophies that best matched their respective institutions. A participant sent an email 
after completing the survey and stated that the questions regarding student affairs 
philosophy should include another choice because the institution at which the participant 
worked operated under a combination of two models. Future research might examine 
whether the defmitions of student affairs philosophies have changed since 1993 when 
they were established by Ender et al. (1993). The fmdings of that research could have a 
significant impact on the measures of student affairs philosophy on the SLGI instrument. 
Future researchers that make use of this instrument should be aware of the potential 
limitation in the current definitions of student affairs philosophy. 
The results of the research indicated that student affairs administrators perceived 
academic learning goals to be more important than student learning goals. To expand on 
the results found, qualitative research could be done with student affairs administrators 
asking them why they feel specific academic goals are so important. Qualitative research 
could provide specific information about how student affairs administrators approach 
student learning and how, in particular, they focus on academic goals. This research is 
important because it could provide a deeper understand about why student affairs 
administrators feel academic learning goals are important in their work and how they 
integrate the goals into their work. 
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Future research could compare academic affairs administrators and student 
affairs administrators on which student learning and student development goals are most 
valued. The results indicated that student affairs administrators are not in agreement 
when it came to what are the most important student development learning goals. This 
research would be important because it could offer more understanding about what 
academic affairs administrators and student affairs administrators feel are important 
student development goals that should be integrated into their work. The knowledge 
from this research could improve collaboration among student affairs personnel and 
student affairs administrators and academic affairs administrators. 
Further research could examine the differences between the ideal and current 
student learning using gap analysis. This type of analysis would identify those learning 
goals for which the current status of institutions is most different from ideal practices. 
The results of the gap analysis could assist student affairs administrators in identifying 
what specific learning goals need to be improved. 
Educational background was the only demographic variable that showed a 
significant relationship with the perception of learning goals. The variable also showed a 
relationship with student affairs philosophy. For the purpose of this research, educational 
background was defined as highest degree obtained. Future research could look at what 
type of degree was obtained and how that degree might affect the lens that student 
affairs administrators use when approaching their work. Further investigation into 
educational background could explain why this variable illustrated a relationship to the 
perceptions of student affairs administrators about learning goals and student affairs 
philosophy. 
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The SLGI instrument, for the purpose of my research, examined student affairs 
administrators and their perceptions of learning goals at the institution where they 
worked. While the current perception is based on the perceptions of the student affairs 
administrators and how their institution operates, it could be argued that the ideal 
responses are indicative of the individual perceptions of how the institution should 
operate. Future research could ask the individual student affairs administrators their own 
perceptions in regards to student learning goals. The results could help to gain a better 
understanding of student affairs administrators' individual perceptions, not their 
perception of the university in which they work. The research done for this study only 
touched the surface for student learning goals, but further inquiry will deepen and 
expand the knowledge on the subject of student learning goals. 
Recommendations for Practice 
Another value of this study was that the results could be used to open dialogue 
between student affairs professionals and student affairs professionals and faculty. The 
results can be examined to improve services to students and help improve 
communication within the university community. The following are recommendations 
for practice based upon the results of my research. 
Previous research has indicated that academic affairs and student affairs 
administrators cannot work together easily because they do not approach learning in the 
same way or have the same learning goals. While it still holds true that the two entities 
approach learning in different ways, the results of the research showed that student 
affairs administrators' believe their institutions should place a higher value on academic 
learning goals. This result can help break down the stereotype that faculty and student 
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affairs administrators cannot work together. The findings of this research could be a 
starting point for new dialogue among student and academic affairs administrators. 
Student affairs administrators can create conversations with academic affairs 
administrators based on the fact that they value and establish their work on academic 
learning goals. The conversations can hopefully lead to positive collaborative ventures. 
Another result of my research showed that institutions vary in student affairs 
philosophy and that institutions do not operate under what the literature describes as the 
ideal student philosophy (Goldstein, 2003; Hartley, 2001). This information is valuable 
because it opens the door to start conversations about the best way to serve the students. 
A dialogue can be started from these data to examine student affairs divisions and how 
as teams they approach student learning goals. This conversation could lead to new ideas 
and ways to focus student learning under the same student affairs philosophy. The 
results could lead to a more collaborative working environment among student affairs 
administrators. The results allow student affairs administrators to examine how they 
approach student learning to provide services for the students and could lead to student 
affairs administrators evaluating their own department to get everyone working together 
and under the same philosophy. 
The results of the research showed that the three most important academic 
learning goals were the same for the current and ideal goals. The ideal goals had the 
higher average score than the current goals. This information is important because it 
illustrates that student affairs administrators perceive the universities are currently 
focusing on the correct academic learning goals, but that student affairs administrators 
could improve the quality of work on specific goals. The results provide a starting point 
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for conversation among student affairs administrators about how to improve current 
practices. The fact that the top three goals for academic learning goals were the same for 
the current and ideal goals means that student affairs administrators do not have to start 
from the beginning to focus their work on learning goals. Student affairs administrators 
can evaluate and discuss what the university is currently doing to accomplish the top 
three academic goals. Having a starting point should create a dialogue and an action plan 
about how to better achieve the academic learning goals. 
Each of the recommendations for practice suggests that the results can open 
communication and create a dialogue both among student affairs administrators and their 
colleagues and with faculty and administrators representing academic affairs. The results 
provide concrete evidence to support that student affairs administrators and academic 
affairs personnel can collaborate. The results illustrate to student affairs administrators 
the need to talk about differences within the division and how to improve and work 
together as team. This study created a foundation for understanding and using learning 
goals, and the results can enhance services on campus. 
Chapter Conclusion 
This study used the SLGI to examine the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators at public universities in the state of Florida. Identifying how student 
affairs administrators rate academic and student development learning goals will not 
only help student affairs administrators focus on what goals they think are most 
important but also foster better collaboration on campus. Collaboration is inherently 
difficult, but understanding how student affairs administrators perceive student learning 
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goals will increase knowledge for better collaboration (Buryarski, 2004). According to 
the literature, there has been an increase in the importance of establishing learning goals 
within the student affairs profession, but there is little research about how student affairs 
administrators perceive learning goals. By examining the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators in regard to academic and student development learning goals, this study 
found that student affairs administrators placed a higher value on academic learning 
goals. This understanding may result in changes in how universities focus their work. 
By gaining an understanding of how student affairs administrators view student 
learning, student affairs leaders will be able to ensure student affairs practices are 
congruent with those of the entire academic community. The results of this study 
enhance the knowledge of how student affairs administrators view student learning. The 
results may assist university personnel in creating more concrete learning experiences 
through collaboration within the entire university community. Student learning goals are 
the basic building blocks necessary to guide the educational path of students in college, 
and the results of this research can assist to create a successful education environment 
based on learning goals. 
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please provide a continuing status report to the UNF IRB by May 11, 2009. 
Should you have any questions regarding your project or any other IRB issues, please 
contact Dominique Scalia, Research Integrity Coordinator, at 620-2443. 
Thank you. 
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Appendix C 
Request for Involvement 
I am a doctoral student in Educational Leadership at the University of North Florida. I 
am writing to request your institution's participation in a study titled, Student Learning 
Goals in Florida Public Universities: The Perceptions of Student Affairs Professionals. 
The purpose of the study is to gain knowledge about the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators in regards to student learning goals. 
Student affairs administrators will be eligible for participation if the employee is at the 
coordinator level or above. The survey should take no more than 10 minutes. 
If your institution agrees to participate in the study, the survey will be distributed online 
to administrators at the coordinator level or above. 
As the contact for the study, your time investment will be minimal. All you would need 
to do is give approval for your administrators to participate in the study and confirm the 
accuracy of the name list I create of student affairs administrators at the coordinator 
level or higher from your institution. I will then send out the survey to the participants. 
Before I send the survey to the participants, I will send you a draft email and encourage 
you to send it to the participants to complete the survey. If response rate is low, I will 
contact you regarding a campus visit to distribute the surveys. 
At the conclusion of the study, participating institutions will receive a summary report 
from the entire results, including: 
1) A review of the literature 
2) A summary of research [mdings 
3) Implications for practice 
Please contact me if you have any questions or need more information at 
lbryant@unf.edu or at . 
I appreciate your cooperation and support. 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Bryant 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Leadership 
University of North Florida 
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Appendix D 
Prior Notification for Web Surveys 
The researcher will encourage the contact at each university to send this email regarding 
the study before survey is distributed. 
Dear <contact name>: 
Hello. Thank you again for agreeing to participate in my study and assisting in my 
research. I have drafted an email that you can use to forward to your employees that will 
be participating in the study to inform them about the study and to encourage 
participation. The draft email can serve as an outline. Please let me know if you have 
any questions. I look forward to receiving the responses soon. 
Thank you, 
Lindsay Bryant 
Hello. In the next few days you will be receiving an email and a link to survey from 
Lindsay Bryant. She is a doctoral student in Educational Leadership at the University of 
North Florida conducting research for her dissertation; Student Learning Goals in 
Florida Public Universities: The Perceptions of Student Affairs Professionals. 
Our institution has agreed to participate in her research. The purpose of the study is to 
gain valuable knowledge about the perceptions of student affairs administrators in 
regards to student learning goals as well as if those perceptions differ based on years of 
experience, background education, and institution type. 
I am asking your assistance by completing the SLGI survey over the internet. In the next 
few days you should receive an email from her giving you a link to the survey. Please 
click on the link to complete the survey. The survey should only take 10 minutes of your 
time. 
Please note your responses will be kept confidential. Once the data collection period 
ends, your responses will become anonymous. The results will not be released in any 
individually identifiable form without your consent, unless otherwise required by law. 
Participation is voluntary and there is no penalty for not participating. 
I appreciate your cooperation and support. 
Sincerely, 
<name of contact> 
Appendix E 
Email Invitation 
<Name>: 
Hello. I am a doctoral student in Educational Leadership at the University of North 
Florida conducting research for my dissertation; Student Learning Goals in Florida 
Public Universities: The Perceptions of Student Affairs Professionals. 
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Your institution has agreed to participate in my research. The purpose of the study is to 
gain valuable knowledge about the perceptions of student affairs administrators in 
regards to student learning goals as well as if those perceptions differ based on years of 
experience, background education, and institution type. 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Once the data collection period ends, your 
responses will become anonymous. The results will not be released in any individually 
identifiable form without your consent, unless otherwise required by law. Participation is 
voluntary and there is no penalty for not participating. 
I am asking your assistance by completing the SLGI survey over the internet. Please 
click on the link below to complete the survey. The survey should only take 10 minutes 
of your time. 
<link for survey> 
Please respond to the survey by <three business days after email is sent>. 
I appreciate your cooperation and support. If you have any questions, feel free to contact 
me at  or at lbryant@unf.edu. 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Bryant 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Leadership 
University of North Florida 
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Appendix F 
Reminder Email for Web Survey 
<Name>: 
Hello. Several days ago, I sent you a link to complete an online research survey for my 
study Student Learning Goals in Florida Public Universities: The Perceptions of Student 
Affairs Professionals. I am asking your assistance and I would greatly appreciate your 
help by completing the SLGI instrument by clicking the link below. It should only take 
10 minutes of your time. 
<link for survey> 
Please respond to the survey by <three business days after email is sent>. 
Your responses will be kept confidential. Once the data collection period ends, your 
responses will become anonymous. The results will not be released in any individually 
identifiable form without your consent, unless otherwise required by law. Participation is 
voluntary and there is no penalty for not participating. 
I appreciate your cooperation and support. If you have any questions, feel free to contact 
me at  or at lbryant@unf.edu. 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Bryant 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Leadership 
University of North Florida 
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Appendix G 
Email Thank You for Email Surveys 
<Respondent> 
Hello. Thank you for completing the online survey for my dissertation study titled; 
Student Learning Goals in Florida Public Universities: The Perceptions of Student 
Affairs Professionals. Once I am finished with my dissertation I will be sending <name 
of contact> the following materials by mail. At the bottom of the email you will find a 
copy of the implied consent fonn if you have any questions regarding the study. 
1) A review of the literature 
2) A summary of research findings 
3) Implications for practice 
Again thank you for your assistance in helping me complete my research. If you have 
any questions please feel free to contact me at (904) 612-6285 or at lbryant@unf.edu 
Sincerely, 
Lindsay Bryant 
Doctoral Candidate 
Educational Leadership 
University of North Florida 
Student Learning Goals Inventory 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to gain knowledge about the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators in the state of Florida about student learning goals. 
Request for Participation 
Your participation in this study is voluntary and confidential. By completing and 
submitting this survey, you are giving your consent to participate in this research 
study. There is no penalty for declining to participate. 
Method and Duration of Study 
The Student Learning Goals Inventory will be administered and should take only 10 
minutes of your time. 
Confidentiality 
For tracking purposes only, each participant will be associated with a survey number 
when the surveys are distributed. Until the list is destroyed, it will be kept in the 
researcher's home in a locked desk drawer that only the researcher can access. Once all 
surveys are received, the list of participants will be destroyed. 
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Right of Refusal 
You may refuse to participate in this study without penalty. 
Right to Withdrawal 
You my stop taking the surveyor withdraw your participation in this study at any time 
without giving any reason and without penalty. 
Explanation of Risks 
There are minimal foreseeable physical, psychological, social, or other risks associated 
with being a participant in this study. 
Benefits 
The potential benefits of the study are to gain a better understanding of student affairs 
professionals' perceptions of student learning goals. No type of compensation or 
inducement will be offered to you for participation. You can request a copy of the results 
from Lindsay Bryant at lbryant@unf.edu. 
Please feel free to contact me to ask any questions you may have regarding the survey. 
You can contact me at or by email at lbryant@unfedu or my 
dissertation committee chair, Dr. Katherine Kasten, at  or at 
kkasten@unf.edu. 
For more information regarding this study or if you have concerns about your rights as a 
participant, you may contact Dr. A. David Kline, University of North Florida 
Institutional Review Board Chair, at akline@unf.edu. 
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Appendix H 
Implied Consent Form 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to gain knowledge about the perceptions of student affairs 
administrators in the state of Florida about student learning goals. 
Request for Participation 
Your participation in this study is voluntary and confidential. By completing and 
submitting this survey, you are giving your consent to participate in this research 
study. There is no penalty for declining to participate. 
Method and Duration of Study 
The Student Learning Goals Inventory will be administered and should take only 10 
minutes of your time. 
Confidentiality 
For tracking purposes only, each participant will be associated with a survey number 
when the surveys are distributed. Until the list is destroyed, it will be kept in the 
researcher's home in a locked desk drawer that only the research can access. Once all 
surveys are received, the list of participants will be destroyed. 
Right of Refusal 
You may refuse to participate in this study without penalty. 
Right to Withdrawal 
You my stop taking the surveyor withdraw your participation in this study at any time 
without giving any reason and without penalty. 
Explanation of Risks 
There are no foreseeable physical, psychological, social, or other risks associated with 
being a participant in this study. 
Benefits 
The potential benefits of the study are to gain a better understanding of student affairs 
professionals' perceptions of student learning goals. No type of compensation or 
inducement will be offered to you for participation. You can request a copy of the results 
from Lindsay Bryant at lbryant@unf.edu 
Please feel free to contact me to ask any questions you may have regarding the survey. 
You can contact me at  or by email at lbryant@unf.edu or my 
dissertation committee chair, Dr. Katherine Kasten at  or at 
kkasten@unf.edu 
118 
For more information regarding this study or if you have concerns about your rights as a 
participant, you may contact Dr. A. David Kline, University of North Florida 
Institutional Review Board Chair at akline@unf.edu 
By clicking the next button please be aware that you are consenting to be involved and 
will have your data used in the research. 
**Please note that for paper administration of the survey the last sentence of the implied 
consent form will state: by completing and submitting the survey you are consenting to 
have your data used in the research. 
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